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CURRENT TOPICS, 


Ir 1s unDERSTOop that the evidence taken before the committee 
appointed by the Lord Chancellor to consider and report upon the 
practice in the chambers of the judges of the Chancery Division is 
being printed, and it is anticipated that the report of the committee, 
which is being drafted by the Master of the Rolls, will suggest 
several radical changes in the mode of transacting the business of 
the Chancery Offices. 





A yorice, expressed in somewhat peculiar language, which will 
be found in another column, and which has been printed in the 
daily cause lists during this week, calls attention to the fact that 
certain deposits by way of security for fees in the examiners’ office 
before its abolition still remain unclaimed. It appears probable 
that many of these sums never will be claimed, but it would be 
interesting to know by what authority the notice announces that 
no applications for repayment of them will be entertained after 
the 31st of March, 1885. 





Tue crProvements effected in the courts during the Christmas 
Vacation, so far as they have gone, meet with general approval. 
The draughts so much complained of no longer exist. The altera- 
tion in the height of the bench in Mr. Justice Pranson’s court is a 
great improvement, and, to a considerable extent, effects its object 
of more convenient communication between the bench and counsel. 
The table in front of the Queen’s Counsel has been made flat 
instead of sloping, so as no longer to cause briefs and papers to slip 
down and get disarranged under counsel’sfeet. It may be expected 
that, at some future time, the desks for junior counsel will be 
altered in the same manner. It would be a great boon to the 
ba re and counsel if the acoustic properties of the courts could 

made more satisfactory ; in several of them there is great room 
for improvement in this respect. 





TxIAL By suRY does not seem to hold a very high place in the 
estimation of the suitors of the present day. Ever since the new 
rules came into operation, imposing a slight impediment on this 
mode of trial, the non-jury cases have either nearly equalled, 
or exceeded in number, the jury cases. The following tabular 
statement shows the numbers of jury and non-jury cases ap- 
pearing in the lists of each sittings, commencing at the Hilary 
Sittings, 1883 :— 


Jury. Non-Jury. 
1883 Hilary 585 66 


Easter > P v 567 67 
Trinity . 5 E 603 117 
Michaelmas ‘ : 740 146 
1884 Hilary e ; 4 473 402 
Easter ‘ ‘ » 461 484 
Trinity . . 493 439 
Michaelmas ° ‘ 5382 586 
1885 Hilary ~ ; ‘ 476 484 





Ir witt Be sxen, from the list of notices of motion for the | 
forthcoming meeting of the Incorporated Law Society, that Mr. | of the i 
G. A. Crowpzr is to ask what steps have been taken by the council | of the judges; and we ha 
to give effect to the resolution passed at the meeting in January, practice, if not an unmixed evil, is far 
1884, with reference to rule 11 of order 65. The resolution good. It is done with the best of motives, in the plausible 
referred to was “‘ that this meeting, whilst not desiring to diminish that a flexible discretion will adapt i 


the due aan igo of the solicitor to his client, considers that 
the’ provisions of ord. 65, r. 11, in its present form are inherently 
unjust and oppressive, and require alteration.” The rule referred 
to is as follows :— 

If in any case it shall appear to the court or a judge that costs have 
been improperly or without any reasonable cause incurred, or that by 
reason of any undue delay in under any judgment or order, or 
misconduct or default of the solicitor, any costs perly incurred have, 
nevertheless, proved fruitless to the n the same, the court 
or judge may call on the solicitor of the person by whet such costs have 
been so incurred to show cause why such costs should not be disallowed as 
between the solicitor and his client, and also (if the circumstances of the 
case shall require) why the solicitor should not repay to his client any 
costs which the client may have been ordered to to = other 
and, thereupon, may make such order as the justice may 
require. The court or judge may, if they or he 
to a taxing officer for inquiry and report; and direct the solicitor in the 
first place to show canse before such taxing officer, and may also, if they 
or he think fit, direct or authorize the official solicitor of the Supreme 
Court to attend and take part in such inquiry. Such notice (if any) of the 
proceedings or order shall be given to the client in such manner as 
the court or judge may direct. Any costs of the official solicitor shall be 
read ite " th ta nt be paid r tat ch bad iny fom 

; or, if not othe: ma; ou such mo 
as may be provided by Parliament. af oe , 
A petition, praying for time for consideration of the rules, was 
presented to Parliament by the Incorporated Law Society, and the 
Solicitor-General was un to say that the Rule Committee 
would be ready to listen to any suggestion that might be made on 
the rules objected to ; thus holding out a sort of invitation to the 
society to sendin suggestions. But as, after the lapse of more than 
a year, the rule still stands in its original offensive form, we think 
it is time to ask what steps the council have taken in pursuance of 
this invitation. If the Rule Committee desired to ascertain whether 
the rule, in its present form, is needed, they have only to look at the 
reports for the last year. They will find that in one case ( Wilkins 
v. Greer, 82 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat, 535) Mr. Justice Sarr said he 
should make an order calling upon the solicitor to the defendant to 
show cause why his costs should not be disallowed, and why he 
should not be condemned to pay his client’s costs in the action ; 
and that, in another case (Hill v. Hart-Davis, L. R. 26 
Ch. D. 470), Corron, LJ., said that, “by ord. 65, 
r. 11, this court has power to call upon a solicitor 
to show cause why costs which have been im y incurred 
should not be disallowed, and to order the solicitor to pay to 
his client any costs which may have been improperly incurred, if 
he has been ordered to pay them to the opposite party. At present 
the court will make no such order in the present case. This will 
be a matter between the plaintiffs and their own solicitor.” We 
cannot recall any other cases in which the rule has been acted on 
or referred to, and it may well be asked whether this result 
affords any gg: “ssn for the enactment or retention of a rule 
which, as Mr. Grecory said, is “neither more nor less than a 
stigma upon the solicitor branch of the profession.” The case of 
In re Massey and Carey (82 W. R. 1008, L. R. 26 Ch. D. 459) 
shows that, in taxation between a solicitor and his client, the 
taxing master has full power to disallow the costs of Lanier 
not necessary for the due conduct of an action, occasioned by 
negligence or ignorance of a solicitor; and the client has his remedy 
by an action for negligence against the solicitor for other matters 
covered by the rule. How, therefore, can the necessity for this 
strange le be shown ? 
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stances, and prevent all possible injustices. The less agreeable 
result is, that everybody who thinks he has a grievance (and all 
plaintiffs, according to our experience, believe in their own griev- 
ances with quite remarkable facility) entertains the hope that the 
court will think so too; and in many cases this results in “trying 


it on,” to the enormous increase of litigation. Perhaps, partly 


with which the paper in the Law Quarterly concludes, might very 
well be passed into law. 





Tar numser of indictable offences committed in the year 1882-3 


foreseeing this result, the Legislature and its legal prompters have | was 49,534. In respect of these, the returns show that only 


hit upon the happy idea of making the increase in the work | 20,450 persons were apprehended, and that 15,258 were committed 


invisible, by contriving that a great part of the work of the judges | for trial, of whom 11,443, or seventy-five per cent., were con- 
shall be sinnencted ia cheanbers their chief clerks. The result victed. There were also 588,710 persons convicted on summary 
is not wholly satisfactory; and, if we had sufficient space, we | proceedings before magistrates. Among other sentences, it is to be 
could say a great deal about it. A note of the particular case observed that whipping was inflicted in 3,115 cases. In the whole 
which has incited us to these observations, Jn re Wood, will | of England and Wales there were, in the year ending April, 1884, 
be found in another column. It was an application to the | 38,520 known thieves, receivers of stolen goods, and suspected 
court, made under section 39 of the Conveyancing Act of 1881, | persons at large. The number of persons committed to local 
to induce the court to exercise its discretion to (as the phrase com- | prisons during the same period was 186,530, and to convict prisons 


monly goes) ‘‘ remove the restraint’ on anticipation imposed by 


a | 12,042. These figures aggregate 237,092; but, as it is probable 


settlement upon the property of a married woman. Here we cannot | that some of those discharged from prison are counted among those 


help pausing for a moment to point out the extreme felicity of th 


e | at large, it may be estimated that the army of crime numbers about 


Act’s language; which, desiring, as we must suppose, to express some- | 300,000, of whom about 60,000 are women. 


thing that everybody interprets by the phrase ‘‘remove the restraint,” 
could hit upon nothing more appropriate for the purpose than 
the phrase “‘ bind her interest.”” There is no need to go minutely 
into the circumstances ; it is enough to say that the principal or 
most prominent intention of the application was to promote the 








TRUSTEES’ COSTS. 


benefit of the husband and children ; but it was contended (and, I. 


under the circumstances of the case, with much plausibility) that 
the result would be to confer a great and immediate benefit on the 


Lorp Srtzorne laid it down, in Cotterell v. Stratton (21 W. R. 234, 


- : tage ; L. R. 8 Ch., at p. 302), that ‘the contract between the author 
wife herself. The court refused to exercise their discretionary | 5¢ 4 trust and his trustees entitles the trustees, as between them- 
power, under section 39, to remove the restraint; and, perhaps, it 


is rather a pity that, since they came to this conclusion, they should, 


selves and their cestwis que trust, to receive out of the trust estate 


: : ; ” A 
without any necessity, have thought fit to publish certain remarks . — Tor pew ang Songs oe obo ag in am 
upon the extent of the discretion which they refused to exercise. | -eneral course of the administration of justice in this court would 
They are reported to have said that, although in this oe they did | tend to destroy the safety of trustees. In fact, such a departure, in- 
b pares to cook, sed 40ll' the ally ode ey PP! ho stead of being beneficial to those who may have to repose confidence 
pes to rane so the pecuniary teneGt of the wile, but that a | 2° to property in their friends or neighbours, would, in the result, 


benefit to the husband and the children might be also such a benefit 


to the wife as was contemplated by the Act.” We are much mis 


deprive them of the assistance of all who cannot afford, or are not 
inclined, to bestow upon the affairs of other persons their money 


ikem’ if these general remarks upon the court’s power will not be as well as their time and trouble.” In Turner v. Hancock (30 


followed by sundry practical experiments as to whether, and if so, 


when, it can be persuaded to put itself in motion. 





W. R. 480, L. R. 20 Ch. D., at p. 305), Jessel, M.R., adopted the 
remarks above quoted, and added that ‘it is not the course of the 
court in modern times to discourage persons from becoming trus- 
tees by inflicting costs upon them if they have done their duty, 
or even if they have committed an innocent breach of trust. The 


Mr. Justice Srerney, in an article in the excellent first number | earlier cases had the effect of frightening wise and honest pepe 
of the Law Quarterly Review, vigorously attacks the 17th section | from undertaking trusts, and there was a danger of trusts falling 


of the Statute of Frauds, and strongly recommends its repeal. The 


into the hands of unscrupulous persons who might undertake them 


learned judge’s diatribe is followed by a very useful “‘ digest,” after | for the sake of getting something by them.” 


the fashion of Steruzn’s well-known Digest of the Law of Evidence, 
which is the joint production of himself and Mr. Freprricx Pottocx, 
the editor of the Review, and which gives, ia fourteen “articles or 
Se the effect of the 178 cases, or thereabouts, which | a violation or culpable neglect of his dut 


The rule, down to the Judicature Act, was that this right of 
the trustee to his costs, resting substantially on contract, could 
only be lost by such improper conduct on his part as amounted to 
under the contract 


ve been reported from 1676 to 1878. The grounds on which the | (L. R. 8 Ch., at p. 302), and that until he had been adjudged guilty 
repeal is advocated are—(1) that the section establishes a highly | of such improper conduct, the court had no discretion as to his costs. 


artificial rule about a very simple matter; (2) that it isa relic of 
the times when the best evidence, that of the parties, was ex- 
cluded ; and (3) that it is obscure in reference to the subject to 
which it relates. It isalso urged that the section can hardly have 
any operation, except that of enabling a man to escape from the 
discussion of the question whether or not he has been guilty of a 
deliberate fraud by breaking his word, and that immense numbers 
of the class of contracts to which it applies are made without any 
reference toits provisions ; the learned judge (who composed the article 
before his elevation to the bench) adding, in a posteript, that the 
statute has practically fallen into disuse ; that he has hardly ever 
been called oe to decide a case on the 17th section, and that “he 
is informed in some large towns, in Liverpool for instance, 
mercantile men repudiate it in practice.” We cannot think, how- 
ever, that a case is made out for the repeal of the section. No 
doult it must occasionally assist dishonesty, but the question is 
whether dishonesty vod not be more assisted by its repeal, and 
whether it is not quite as prejudicial to the community that pretended 
contracts should be recovered upon as that actual contracts should 
not be recovered upon. Wut there is, no doubt, considerable room 
for amendment of the 17th section. The limit of £10 might well 
be raised to, say, £50, and a considerable portion of the “ digest,” 


R. 8. C., 1875, ord. 55, r. 1, which placed the costs of, and 
incident to, all proceedings in the High Court in the discretion of 
the court, provided that ‘‘ nothing herein contained shall deprive 
a trustee, mortgagee, or other person of any right to costs out of 
a particular estate or fund to which he would be entitled according 
to the rules hitherto acted upon in courts of equity.” The effect 
of this proviso was of course to keep alive the old rules as to 
trustees’ costs (Furrow v. Austin, 30 W. R. 50, L. R. 18 Ch. D. 
58). 

The substituted provision of the R. 8. C., 1883 (ord. 65, r. 1), 
differs materially from the old rule. It provides that ‘‘ the costs 
of, and incident to, all proceedings in the Supreme Court, including 
the administration of estates and trusts, shall be in the dis- 
cretion of the court or a judge; provided. that nothing 
herein contained shall deprive an executor, administrator, 
trustee or mortgagee, who has not unreasonably instituted or carried 
on or resisted any proceedings, of — to costs out of a particu- 
lar estate or fund to which he would be entitled according to the 


rules hitherto acted upon in the Chancery Division.’”” The words 
we have placed in italics certainly seem to be intended to restrict 
the tion of the old rule. But in In re Sarah Knight's Will 
(82 W. R. 417, L. BR. 26 Ch. D. 82), decided last year, Lord 
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Justice Cotton seems to have considered that the old rule as to 
costs was practically unaffected by the provisions of ord. 65, r. 1. 
He said (L. R. 26 Ch. D., at pp. 90, 91) that he doubted 
‘“‘ whether the Act and Orders mean more than this, that where 
the court can give costs they shall be in the discretion of the 
court ;” and he added that ‘“‘a trustee is entitled to costs unless 
it is adjudicated against him that he has been guilty of misconduct, 
and until that is adjudicated his costs are not within the discretion 
of the-court.”” And he also said (p. 92) that “ trustees are entitled 
to their costs unless they have been guilty of misconduct, and a 
mere slip wili not disentitle them.” We shall, therefore, in the 
ensuing observations deal with the question of costs, as between 
trustees and their cestuzs que trust, on the assumption that the old 
authorities are still applicable. We propose to consider in some 
detail the nature of the acts or defaults on the part of a trustee 
which will deprive him of his right to costs, or cause costs to be 
inflicted upon him. 

Deliberate neglect of, or refusal to — duties.—In general, 
trustees who are made to repair a vad of trust are charged with the 
costs of the suit for that purpose (Byrne v. Worcott, 12 Beav. 336) ; 
and it need hardly be said that, where executors or trustees altogether 
neglect to fulfil the duties they have undertaken, they will be visited 
with all the costs of proceedings rendered n by their breach of 
trust. Thus, in Wroe v. Seed (4 Giff. 425) executors and devisees 
in trust for sale, with an option to postpone the sale for five years, 
took no steps to carry out their duties. At the end of five years 
from the testator’s death they had paid no legacies, rendered no 
accounts, though repeatedly requested to do so, and had not dealt 
with the estate. They were ordered to pay the costs of an adminis- 
tration suit. So also where trustees, under various unfounded 
pretexts, refused to pay the income of trust property to the cestuis 
que trust, who were in necessitous circumstances, the trustees 
were ordered to pay the costs of a suit by the cestuis que trust 
(Hayhow v. George, Weekly Notes, 1869, p. 191). 

Where a trustee, after having acted, declines to perform the 
trusts reposed in him, and thereby renders proceedings necessary 
for the appointment of new trustees, assigning no reason for his 
refusal, the court will not allow him his costs (Howard v. Rhodes, 
1 Keen, 581; Porter v. Watts, 16 Jur. 757). And it appears 
that wherever a trustee, from mere caprice or from circum- 
stances relating to himself, declines to continue to perform his 
duties, he must pay all the costs of the appointment of a new 
trustee (Forshaw v. Higginson, 20 Beav. 485, 487). But, if the 
persons in whom the power of appointing new trustees is vested 
refuse to take any step to appoint a successor, or if the cause of 
the trustee’s desire to retire is want of confidence in his co-trustee, 
and the power of appointing a new trustee is vested in such co- 
trustee, it seems that the retiring trustee will be allowed the costs 
of proceedings for the appointment of a new trustee (/d.). 

It must be observed that the rule as to the disallowance of the 
costs of, or infliction of costs upon, a trustee who capriciously 
refuses to perform his duties only applies to the trustee who has 
acted. The representative of a deceased sole trustee is not bound 
to act in the trust. Thus, in Legg v. Mackrell (2 De G. F. & J. 
551), the executrix of a deceased sole trustee of a will declined to 
receive and pay the dividends of a sum of stock which was stand- 
ing in the name of the deceased trustee. The cestuis que trust 
filed a bill against her for the appointment of a new trustee and 
the transfer of the trust fund. Let Campbell, C., said that the 
defendant had a right to decline to act in the trusts of the will, 
and he held that she was entitled to her costs out of the trust 
fund. The representatives of a deceased trustee, who have not 
done any act in the trust, are not bound to exercise a power of ap- 
pointing new trustees which is vested in them, and will not be 
made to pay the costs of ag ge rendered necessary by their 
refusal (In re Sarah Knight's Will, 32 W. R. 417, L. R. 26 Ch. D. 
82). In this case Pearson, J., said (L. R. 26 Ch. D., at p. 89), 
‘“*T can conceive of many cases in which persons who are trustees 
simply as being the representatives of a deceased trustee may be 
bie properly advised to do nothing to make themselves trustees.” 

t seems that a person who has a trust imposed upon him with- 
out his consent is entitled to the costs of taking the opinion 
of counsel as to any disclaimer he is required to execute (Re Tyron 
7 Beav. 496). 

Refusal to render accounts or give explanation to costui que 
trust.—If a trustee cither does not keep proper accounts (see Pearse 


» 





v. Green, 1 Jac. & W., at p. 141, Toner v. Phompson, 7 Sim. 145) or 
refuses to furnish accounts to his cestui gue trust when requested, he 
will be made to pay the costs of the proceedings rendered neceseary by 
such refusal (Boynton v. Richardson, 31 Beav. 340 ; Kemp v. Burn, 
4 Giff. 348). In the last-mentioned case an executor offered to allow 
the residuary legatee himself, or a professional accountant nominated 
by him, to inspect the trust accounts, but refused to furnish a copy 
to the solicitor of the residuary legatee. The executor was ordered 
to pay the costs of a suit for administration of the estate. In 

White v. Jenkins (15 Beav. 191), however, Romilly, M.R., 
said that it was only in case of pertinacious refusal to render 
accounts that an executor could be ordered to pay the costs of an 
administration action, since an executor had a right to have his 
accounts taken by the court. 

A trustee who refuses to give reasonable explanations to his 
cestuis que trust as to matters connected with the trust property 
will be ordered to pay the costs of an action by the cestuis que 
trust rendered necessary by such refusal (Newton v. Askew, 11 
Beav., at p. 152). In Jefferys v. Marshall (Weekly Notes, 1870, 
p- 227), one of two trustees, in reply to inquiries by his cesfui gue 
trust, said he knew nothing of the trust Prope , and the other 
trustee neglected to give any information and did not allege any 
proper excuse for his neglect ; the trustees were ordered to pay 
_ costs of a suit by the cestui que ¢rust up to and including the 

earing. 

_ Refusal to convey property or transfer fund.—The general prin- 
ciples which govern the court in disallowing the costs of a person 
who has rendered proceedings necessary for compelling a convey- 
ance or transfer of property were laid down by Romilly, M.R., in 
In re Primrose (23 Beav., at p. 594) as follows :—‘‘If the course 
of events has so placed the fund or property that the beneficial 
owner cannot get it without some act done on the part of a mere 
stranger to the fund, which act, on the part of that stranger, 
involves no responsibility and no risk whatsoever, this court will 
not permit the person to be merely obstructive, and will not allow 
him to say, ‘I make no claim to it myself, but I will interpose 
every passive obstacle which I can throw in the way to = 
your getting the fund. I shall do nothing active, but I do 
nothing to assist you to get the fund.’ In such a case, my opinion 
is that if the passive resistance of this person drives the rightful 
and beneficial owner into chancery, and this court perceives that 
the application to chancery has become necessary solely by reason 
of the defendant refusing to do an act which would have involved 
no risk and no responsibility whatever, then I take the rule to be 
this: that the person indulging in this, which I may call an 
unamiable disposition of obstruction, must pay the costs of the appli- 
cation to this court which he has rendered necessary.” The 
purport of this is that, where no responsibility or risk will be 
incurred by the trustee making the conveyance or transfer, it is his 
duty to afford facilities for the beneficial owner entitled to such 
conveyance or transfer to obtain the property. Instances where 
a trustee has been visited with the costs of proceedings, rendered 
necessary by his refusal to convey or transfer trust property, in 
cases admitting of no doubt, may be found in Jones v. Lewis (1 
Cox 199), Penfold v. Burch (4 Hare 271), May v. A 
(Weekly Notes, 1866, p. 233), and v. Martin v 
Notes, 1863, p. 191). In Knight v. Martin (1 Russ. & My. 70 
trustees obs kad vilen ts pay a without the direction 
the court, in a case which admitted of no doubt, were refused their 
costs; but, as the court thought they might “‘ have acted from mere 
ignorance, and not from any im motive,” they were not made 
to pay the costs of the suit for recovery of the legacy. 

1% clear that a trustee who is called upon to convey or transfer 
trust property is not bound to decide upon doubtful rights. 
Where the act required of him may prejudice his future position 
and accountability, he is justified in requiring the 
to it of the court (AMfoore v. at 
But there are many cases in or 
may arise as to the-validity of the transaction in pursuance of 
which the trustee is called upon to make the conveyance or trans- 
fer; and there has been some conflict of authority as to the course 
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fund. The trustee refused to transfer the trust fund in*pursuance 

of the arrangement without the sanction of the court. Knight 

Bruce, V.C., said it might have been the duty of the trustee to 

satisfy himself whether influence was unduly exercised by the 

father, and whether, according to the arrangement, the daughter 

was to get her fair shareof the fund. But as the trustee had made 

no endeavour to satisfy himself on this subject, and had not 

suggested that there was any difficulty in ascertaining the truth in 

these respects, he had compelled the beneficiaries to institute the 
suit to compel a transfer, and must pay the costs of the suit. On 
the other hand, in King v. King (1 De G. & J. 663) an appointment 
had been made by a father, who was tenant for life of a fund, in 
favour of his son, and the trustees of the fund were called upon to 
transfer the fund into the joint names of the father and the son. 
The son was represented by a separate solicitor; declarations were 
made that there had been no bargain between the father and the 
son for the father’s benefit ; moreover, it was stated that *‘ one of 
the most eminent of her Majesty’s counsel’’ had advised the trus- 
tees that they might safely make the transfer if certain conditions 
were complied with, which conditions had been complied with. 
Notwithstanding these circumstances, Lord Justice Turner said 
that while it must be ascertained in all cases of this nature that 
the trustees had acted bond fide, and had been influenced by no 
corrupt motive, dangerous consequences would ensue if the court 
were not to support trustees in exercising the same jealousy as 
the court itself was in the habit of exercising with regard to 
transactions between a parent and child occurring shortly after 
= ~~ “era twenty-one (see also Hanch v. Hodgson, 30 
v. 19). 








THE ORGANIZATION OF A SOLICITOR’S 
OFFICE. 


IL ORGANIZATION GENERALLY, 
12.—THE SoLictTor’s PARTNERSHIP. 


OLICITORS, being under no such traditional disability in that respect 
as attaches to barristers, have always shown a tendency to take unto 
themselves in business—more so, perhaps, than in the case 
of any other profession or calling. It may be presumed, therefore, 
that, the maintenance of the partnership relation is always 
difficult, often supremely uncomfortable, and occasionally disastrous, 
its advantages have been proved to outweigh its drawbacks—at all 
events, in a t many states of circumstances. It is far from our 
Be thet to tilt against windmills, and we should certainly be perform- 

that feat if we were, at this time of day, to attempt to present 
any considerations for or against the partnership relation in the 
abstract, when we have only to take up the Law List to find that in 
London and all other towns of any itude there are at this 
moment partnershi firms, representing in the’a te a most appre- 
ciable fraction of the whole A a ang We ey — 


+ unreservedly 
as disposing of all argument and establishing conclusively that 


ve made a law unto themselves too thoroughly accepted 
to need support or be affected by any assault. Nevertheless, within 
the narrower limits in which the interests of the individual unit, as 
i from the body at large, are concerned, we think that the 
subject of partnership presents some considerations which, although 
of | quer nee importance, are strangely liable to be overlooked. 
, itis astonishing to anyone who pauses to reflect at all on what is 
involved in creating a partnership for a lengthened period, how 
lightly that bargain is often struck. Solicitors, who have i 
opportunities of observing the consequences that are apt to follow 
from an ill-assorted union of this character, might be supposed to 
exercise a greater degree of care than any other class of men in the 
matter of en into the partnership state. But, as a matter of 
y far from being the case. A y solicitor, possess- 
ee eee to purchase a share in an existing practice, will 
8a 


I 
: 
: 


® partnership in very many cases with a man whom he 
w in his life before the negotiation was set on foot, and of 
Imows only that he has a good connection, that his books 
the test of an accountant’s examination, and that Jones 
says he believes him to be a as fellow. Of his mode of doing 
business, his ion, his relations with those in his employment, 
and all the other attributes which go to make up the sum total of his 
character, when seen in the light of the ups and downs of daily life, 
the partner who joins him with a light heart has often not the 
remotest atom of real knowledge. Perhaps this may be to some 
extent unavoidable. Personal know of a man’s real 


= Ez. 


has not previously existed, the circumstances of the case on one side or 
the other often, no doubt, pate the possibility of any length of 


experimental acquaintance before the contract is made for or 
evil. Moreover, from another point of view, if must, in candour, be 
confessed that, in the present day, the young solicitor who can bring 
himself to an anchor as partner in a sound business would be an object 
of bilious envy to very many of those who are coming by quarterly 
shoals into an overstocked profession, even though his partner may be 
the reverse of angelic in disposition or conduct. As to this, however, 
we cannot regard the fact of the profession being besieged by 
numbers far exceeding its true containing powers as a satisfactory 
reason for imprudence in a matter of such vital consequence. The 
circumstance that a railway carriage is crowded to excess may go far 
to account for a passenger’s riding with his head out of the window, 
at the risk of its being knocked off, but it will not serve to relieve 
the proceeding from the imputation of being rash and foolish. 
Unless there be some reason of overpowering force, we must, un- 
hesitatingly, condemn the act of rushing, almost at random, into so 
binding and intimate a relationship. There is something to be 
thought of besides the average of past profits shown by a man’s 
books. And, important as that consideration may be, it ap to 
us to be not many degrees less important, where there has been no 
personal acquaintance beforehand, that something in the nature of 
a ‘trial trip’ should be taken before the contract is irrevocably 
made, so as to put toa test—by no means conclusive, but far better 
than none at all—the compatibility, in point of temper and rule of 
conduct, of those who propose to become linked thosties by a chain 
which can never be broken without an infinite amount of trouble and 
bitterness, and often actual loss, to one or both. 
We have dwelt principally thus far on this part of our subject as it 
affects the solicitor at the outset of his professional career, but the 
matter will bear a little scrutiny on the reverse side of the picture. 
When a man has been working alone at his profession for many years, 
the feeling will sooner or later creep over him that his bodily, if not 
his mental, powers are to some extent impaired, that he does not care 
to run about more than he can help, that it is an intolerable nuisance 
to be y learning new practice affecting the details of his 
work, and that he has earned the right to take a larger measure of 
rest and holiday than the exigencies of his single-handed position 
have ever permitted. He does not want to give up work altogether. 
Perhaps he cannot afford to do so DF gs e has no inclination to 
cut himself adrift from what has filled so large a part of his waking 


hours since he wasa lad. He lights, therefore, upon an expedient of 
common adoption in similar cases. He takes to himself a junior 
partner who is young enough to be his son, and he anticipates, in 
doing so, that he will gain the relief that he needs. But he does not 
always count the cost, and finds too late that, instead of taking a thorn 
out of his flesh, he has only moved it to a fresh place. e junior 
partner’s ways are not his ways. The former belongs to a different 
generation, has learnt in a different school, is bubbling over with 
energy, is slow to recognize that he has still anything to learn, dashes 
off his work at racing , regards as matters of course the short- 
hand writer, the ephone, and many other modern con- 
veniences which his senior has done without all his life and 
does not care to begin now, thinks and speaks lightly of old- 
fashoned .ways. 

All this, perhaps, the senior partner has not foreseen. He 
has probably framed the articles so as to secure to himself, 
more or less supreme power; but he may not have realized that, 
after all, it is to a great extent an empty semblance, that youth 
will be served, and that, if peace and harmony are to prevail, he must 
be content, so far at least as matters of detail are concerned, to waive 
many cherished predilections and make his bow to the spirit of the 
age in which his declining years are passed, instead of attempting to 
contend with it. Where this has not been clearly recognized before- 
hand as inseparable from the situation, the senior er is too apt to 
resent the direct consequences of his’own act, and either to submit to the 
new order of things with a bad grace and a bitter conviction that he 


has taken a false step, or to enter on a fruitless struggle to enforce 
his own will at all pomts in matters both small and t—a proceed- 
ing which usually results in creating an atm redolent of 


envy, hatred, malice, and all uncharitableness. The moral may be 
ressed in that venerable, but frequently-neglected, piece of advice 
—look before you leap. 

There is another matter connected with the formation of a law 
partnership which applies irrespective of di ity or equality of 
years, and deserves an amount of consideration which it seldom 
receives at the initial to which we are referring. We mean 
the question of contact with clients. If two solicitors join company, 
it is, of course, open to them to map out the future on the apostolic 
principle of having all clients in common, i ive of the source 
of original introduction; or that they will work each for his 


own hand, in which case their partnership will represent not 
much more than a sharing of results, and a co-operative system 
in the matter of capital and office expenses. Or, if there be 
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and habits is not to be acauired in a day; and when this knowledge 
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ized that the partner possessing the bulk of it 
hall’ be entitled to okt and choose as to what icular 
business , Bites do, and R.. #. Rei» —, to a Pg 
partner. arrangements as these two very plain an 
straightforward on paper, but it may be taken as a matter of abso- 
lute certainty that some occasions will arise which will necessitate, 
and many more which will render desirable, a departure from them. 
In the first place, the partnership articles are not advertised in the 
newspaper, and clients know nothing of the internal regulations of 
the firm. To them one partner in an office in which they have come 
to repose confidence is, for many purposes, at least, much the same 
as another. If they find Mr. A. out, they will probably ask for Mr. 
B., and, if Mr. B. attends satisfactorily to their immediate require- 
ment, will as probably ask for Mr. B. first on the next occasion. 
Then, as between the partners themselves, one will constantly be out 
of the way when the other is on the spot, or deeply engaged when 
the other is at li . This must either have the result of throwing 
clients of the one into the lap of the other, no matter how stringently 
it may have been stipulated that each is to attend to his own, or that 
one of them is to see all comers, or else to produce a frequent state of 
dead-lock, irritating to the client, who cannot divine the cause, and 
injurious to the partnership business in many direct and indirect 
ways. But it is a matter of experience that this is often not taken 
into account beforehand, and that there.is no more fruitful subject of 
suspicion and jealousy between solicitors in ip than that 
which results from the client of partner A. coming into contact with 
partner B. Instead of assuming, until the contrary is proved, that 
there has been some good reason for it, the matter is too often 
looked at from an exactly converse point of view, and seated 
designs are taken for granted which are, in the large majority of 
cases, destitute of all foundation. Thus the seeds of dissension are 
sown, and the is only a question of time. 

We assert, with the strongest possible conviction of being right in 
our belief, that it is a monstrous absurdity for any one solicitor to go 
into partnership with another unless he is to face, without 
jealousy, and without rushing to the conclusion that he is the victim 
of a plot, the contingency of his own clients coming (more or less 
according to circumstances and to the mutual understanding on 
which the partnership is based) into personal relations with his 

er. Itis idle to say that he may have cause to ——— a 

tet maar car sores ae te ——- issolution 

is partner may carry off some of his clients unless he not only preserves, 
by every means in his power, his influence over them, but also 
excludes his partner from any opportunity of sharing it. That isa 
risk which he must look fairly in the face beforehand. But in truth 
it ought to be a very remote one. Unreserved, entire mutual con- 
fidence is the very breath of ip life. If aman cannot apply 
that principle to its fullest extent in advance to his own i 
case he should, in no circumstances whatever, be induced to enter 
into the ership. If he loses it afterwards for any sufficient 
reason his only sensible course is to break the bond asunder at all 
costs. To nurse in secret a canker-worm of groundless j , OF 
sacrifice the joint interests in an attempt to a state of thi 
which externally will annoy and alienate clients, and in y 
exasperates both partners up to, and occasionally beyond, the limits 
of endurance, is something worse than folly. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 


EVIDENCE. 
(Haines v. Guthrie, 33 W. R. 99, L. BR. 13 Q. B. D. 818.) 


In this case a somewhat bold attempt was made to relax the rule 
which excludes hearsay evidence. In an action for sold and 
delivered, and work done and money paid, the defen 
defence that he was an infant at the time when the debt was incurred, 
and in order to prove the date of the defendant’s birth his counsel 
tendered an affidavit made by the defendant’s deceased father in a 
former chancery suit, in whi 
was born in a particular year. Grove, J., had admitted this affidavit 
in evidence as being a declaration by a deceased member of the 
defendant’s family as to a question of 
court had ordered a new trial on the ground of improper tion of 
evidence, and against this decision an was brought. It is to 
be observed that some text-writers j have taken a very 
liberal view as to the proper definition o eae 
Thus the defendant’s counsel in Haines v. Guthrie upon a 


a “Phillips on Evidence” (10th a 199), where it is 
stated that “not only may relati in general be proved by the 
hearsay of a family, but particular facts ma 


the ages of persons, dates of death or birth,” Again. 
Rawlings (7 East, 299), Lord Ellenborough held that a written memor- 


t set up the |i 


the deponent had sworn that his son | the 


, but a divisional | case 





andum by a father as to the time of his son’s birth was admissible to 
Soamet ~~ yas O) “enigt come —S and in Shields v. 
Bouce} 1 De G. im. , Knight » V.C., expressed an 
— that to prove the my of a man’s birth evidence is admis- 
sible of a declaration by the deceased son of such person as to the 
place from which his father had come. On the other hand, in Plant 
v. Taylor (7 H. & N. 227), Pollock, C.B., distinctly laid it down that 
‘* declarations of a deceased person are only admissible for the pur- 

of reputation, not of proving facts,” and that “in an action 
or goods sold and deli declarations of a deceased parent are 
not admissible to prove that the defendant is an infant, o 6 & 
is different where the question is one of igree.” The eral 
question of the admissibility of hearsay evidence was also fully dis- 
cussed in the recent case of Sturla v. Freccia (29 W. BR. 217, L. B. 5 
App. Cas. 640) by Lord Blackburn, who expressed an opinion that 
hearsay evidence as to i was admitted “upon the ground 
that they were matters ing to a time past, and that it was 
really necessary to relax the strict rules of evidence there for the 
purpose of doing justice.” In Haines v. Guthrie the court dismissed 
the appeal without calling upon the respondent’s counsel, on the 
ground that no question as to pedigree was raised. The Master 
of the Rolls discussed Lord Blackburn’s judgment in Sturla v. 
Freccia, which he said clearly did not apply to a case like that before 
the court, and he his concurrence with the law as laid 
down by Pollock, C.B., in Plant v. Taylor. He pointed out that in 
the case before the court there was “no question which could be 
called a question of family, . . . no question as to pedigree, no 
question as to descent, none as to relationship,” all such questions 
being wholly immaterial, and, therefore, the declaration of the 
defendant’s father was not within the i exception to the 
general rule against admitting hearsay evidence. Bowen, L.J., also 
observed that the question was not as to any family, but only as to 
the age of a Fg ers defendant. The rule is undoubtedly clear, 
and it is not likely that any fresh attempt will be made to establish a 
plea of infancy by means of mere hearsay evidence. 


. 








REVIEWS. 


BROOM’S COMMENTARIES. 


CoMMENTARIES ON THE Common LAW. HERBERT Broom, 
Barrister-at-Law. SEVENTH Eprrion. B . F. A. ARcHTBarp 
— HERBERT W. GREENE, Barristers-at-Law. W. Maxwell & 

nm. 


The first edition of these Commentaries was brought out by the 
author in 1855, and the sixth in 1880. The t edition is the 
sont wanes fee apenas since his death, and the first which has 
been touched by other hands than his own. The issue of the new 
Rules in 1883, and the gesting, sansagt other statutes, of the 
Employers’ Liability Act, the of Exchange Act, the Married 
Women’s Property Act, and the Act, together with the 
decisions in numerous important cases since the last edition, have 
siniclas kava, peseeliy sparing. been feliy sarl convtelta inoasset 
statutes have, y ing, y an y 
but, in connection with the and 
Act, we greatly miss some statement of the change these statutes had 
effected in the law—the one in point of substance, the other in point 
ssaemeh Ti tly oon codified, pone A os my ty ge i882 

fy recen' ified,” i as 
is the codifying Act which has been placed upon the Statute 


that we have in no case a reference to more than one set of 
For the somewhat feeble treatment of the effete rule that a 


civil remedy is suspended where the act complained of is felonious, we 
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pose that the editors are not 
A (L. BR. 7 Q. B, 554) ha been 
time; but Dr. Broom’s treatment 


editing would have improved especially as the cases in 
as als amr ane oo tne ich i to 
abrogate by the Criminal Code Bill) more clearly than ever. The 
inten, © © ‘VERY GOR SA a Sp 

excellent. 
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THE ANNUAL PRACTICE, 


THe ANNUAL PRACTICE, 1884-5: BErNG A COLLECTION OF THE 
STATUTES, ORDERS, AND RULES RELATING TO THE GENERAL 
PRACTICE, PROCEDURE, AND JURISDICTION OF THE CHANCERY 
AND QUEEN’s BENCH DIVISIONS OF THE HiGcH Court oF JUSTICE, 
AND ON APPEAL THEREFROM TO THE CouRT OF APPEAL AND TO 
THE HovsE oF Lorps. With copious Notes, Forms, &. By 
THomas SNow, HUBERT WINSTANLEY, and JOSEPH WALTON, 
Barristers-at-Law. Assisted by THoMAsS CLARKSON, Barrister-at- 
Law. W. Maxwell & Son and Henry Sweet. 


We can speak with some confidence as to the practical value of 
this edition of ‘‘The Annual Practice” from frequent use of it. 
The book is an extremely convenient practice digest; very easy of 
reference, terse in the statement of cases, but very complete in the 
collection of them. We have not hitherto missed a single decision 
for which we have looked, and we have found many decisions which, 
without the help of this book, it would have been difficult to discover. 
The notes are so arranged that any reader can find his way at once 
to the particular point he may have in hand, and the substance of 
the decisions is so well given that there will seldom be any doubt as 
to the cases which are in point, and to the reports of which refer- 
ence should be made. The industry, care, and intelligence shown in 
the notes deserve very high praise, and the book should be on the 
table of every lawyer who has to deal with litigious business in the 
Chancery and Queen’s Bench Divisions. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


** STAMPS ”—OFFICIAL VIEWS AND PRACTICE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. i 


Sir,—I have read with interest Mr. Henry F. A. Davis’s letter in 
the last issue of the JouRNAL, and also your own footnote to the letter, 
and before dealing with the case stated by Mr. Davis, I will indulge 
in a few remarks suggested by your editorial note. You say, “ It 
would be of great service to the profession if our readers would send 
2 more frequently the results of their adjudications as to stamp 

uty.” 

In one of my former communications to you on ‘‘ Stamps ” (Somt- 
CITORS’ JOURNAL, 1881-82, p. 431), I commenced thus :—‘‘ Supposing 
that nowadays anyone beyond those officially, or otherwise specially, 

with stamp duties, took a serious interest in them.” 
ow, as well as the meaning expressed in your note, I presume to 
think it, as well as my own words, carries the implied one that the 
profession now, and a on past, has not possessed itself of 
the knowledge of, and en that personal interest in, matters of 
stamp duties that was common, say, thirty years since, and pre- 
viously ; and these remarks apply not less (apply, I venture to think, 
more) to the higher branch of the profession. 

pon this point let me say that, to my own knowledge (it was more 
than once said to me by the then chiefs of the Inland Revenue Law 
ent), that as far back as the period above named, it was pro- 
ial at the Inland Revenue Office that counsel knew little or nothing 
of the stamp laws. I say this with no intentional disrespect ; and in 
my comments, which appeared in one of your contemporaries at the 
time, upon that which is now a leading case of ‘‘ Stamps ” (Christie 
v. The Commissioners of Inland Revenue, L. R. 2 Ex. 46, (1866), inter 
alia, I remarked (if I may be permitted again to quote myself) :—“ It 
is not, however, without some hesitation that I express this opinion 
upon the case in question, by reason of the respect due to the appel- 
lante’ counsel [Mr. Joshua Williams, Q.C.], who, possibly, may have 
been concerned in the framing of the deeds. . . . But many 
iv practice in dealing with and applying the stamp laws em- 
dens me to say that, while in old times, when they (the stamp laws) 
were relatively simple, and the statutory enactments chiefly con- 
tained in the one general Act (55 Geo. 3, c. 184), conveyancers made 
a special study of them, and often stated on their drafts the duty 
eable ; now, when through the frequent passing of Acts . . . 
ficulties of construction and application have multiplied ten- 

fo —— often ignore the Acts in the drawing of drafts.” 

The re partly implies why the Stamp Acts have, as it were, 
been put aside in modern practice (I shall presently touch upon the 
—_ whether like grounds subsist under present Acts and decisions), 

t as to other causes for it, while I have an opinion where they are 
to be found, I refrain from here discussing them. Certainly, it has 

to any unapproachableness or absence of courtesy 
on the part of the chiefs of the Inland Revenue. The very cont 
of this; for alike in the times of the late Mr. Timms and Mr, Hug 
Tilsley, and of their successors, the most ready courtesy and patient 
attention have been given to either personal or written Giscussion 
of questions coming under adjudication or otherwise, and I venture 


to go so far as to say—or ex the belief—that the present 
gentlemen in office (again, no than their predecessors) accept 
such discussion, with persons of some competency of knowledge, as 
assistance to themselves. 

I have been the more desirous of making these last remarks by 
reason that I shall tly venture to make (but with proper 
deference and respect) a little adverse criticism upon certain official 
views and rulings; and so, before I deal with the case put by Mr. 
Davis, let me say that, while in 1870 we had, and still have, the 
largely consolidating Stamp Act of that session (in one’s very humble 
opinion a learnedly, and otherwise most ably, framed statute), and 
while we have also been favoured with many Acts affecting it since 
—and not only the latter, but (and, of the two, that which I most 
regret) to me a too subtle and an over-refined official interpretation 
of the present Acts—not in some cases, nor, indeed, generally in 
my experience, do modern rulings warrant the not uncommonly 
expressed opinion that the office only looks to get all the duty it can. 
It to be borne in mind that the Inland Revenue chiefs, being 
lawyers, construe, or would construe, the Acts as such. On the 
other hand, they being the officers of the commissioners, who are the 
protectors of the revenue, it may be said that the first duty of the 
officers is towards the revenue. Nevertheless, in more than one case 
I have had with them, where doubt fairly subsisted, I was of opinion 
that their ruling was in favour of the subject, while it might properly 
have been in favour of the revenue. 

I will now come to Mr. Davis’s case. He does not state the 
grounds upon which the official ruling rested. But Mr. Davis, while 


cisely and so clearly, that one can have no doubt about the 

being as he states it. This being so, I have to say, not only that I am 
unable to discover warrant for it in the Acts and cases, but that it is 
a new ruling—and is in opposition to cases of my own with the office. 
If I am to discuss the question, I must to some further 
extent upon your space. And, first, it is well to quote here the 
section of the Stamp Act, 1870, by which the charges and incum- 
brances upon the purchased property are made liable to the convey- 
ance ad valorem duty. 

This section (73) is as follows:—‘‘ When any property is conveyed 
to any person in consideration wholly or in part of any debt due to 
him, or subject either certainly or contingently to the payment or 
transfer of any money or stock, whether being or constituting a 
charge or incumbrance upon the property or not, such debt, money, 
or stock is to be deemed the whale or a part, as the case may be, of 
the consideration in ee rad whereof the conveyance is charged with 
conveyance ad valorem duty.” 

This section is substantially a re-expression of much lengthier 
sections in the — Acts. I have already presumed to express a 
high opinion of the Stamp Act, 1870, and from the first it has 
appeared to me that no part of it displays better knowledge and skill 
=< section 73, in its combined conciseness, comprehensiveness, and 
el 


earness. 

At all adequately to discuss the question before us one would have 
to deal with the proper construction and application of ‘‘money” in 
the said section (and in the Act generally), but this I must refrain 
from here. I must content myself in the present communication 
with ae that the ruling in Mr. Davis’s case is opposed to all 
those previously known to me, in which the ruling was (as regard 
the charges) simply that the ad valorem duty was payable upon the 
amount of the redemption money, and this, too, as far as I am aware, 
whether the society was or was not a terminating one. 

I do not stay to look out the papers, and so give specific refer- 
ences to my cases ; more ially that the quotation I am about to 
make from the last and officially-accepted work on the stamp duties 
is, as I think, in full support of my statement, and, I may venture to 
say, Views. 

is work is the 8th edition of Vacher,* by Mr. Gaulter Griffiths 
(of the Inner Temple, and, as I believe, parliamentary secretary to 
the commissioners). 

I have said “ officially accepted work,” because at the time of its 
issue it was referred to in the press thus: ‘‘The Government have 
attached so much importance to the work that they have ordered 
4,000 bs gs to be supplied to all the bankers, as well as to the officers 
of Inland Revenue.’ 

(Possibly, with your aid, I am giving the book a gratuitous adver- 
tisement, not undeserved, perhaps, as it may be recommended as the 
latest and best extant manual on the stamp laws. But as to bankers, 
when I read the press notice referred to I said, being a book on stamp 
duties, no doubt they will understand it.] 

In this book, following the said section 73 of the Stamp Act, 1870, 
is this note by Mr. Griffiths, the compiler :— 

‘* Where a property is bought subject to a mortgage to a building 
society, repayable by instalments in the usual way, the conveyance 








* I say “ Vacher,’”’ because book is founded upon prior editions of Vacher’s 
Man ” is altogether omitted in this 8th edition Mr. 
t does not, in the book itself. 
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should be stamped, in respect of the unpaid instalments, trith the duty 
on the amount for which such instalments could be redeemed at the 
date of the purchase ”—and only that. 

In my next (purposed) communication I will deal less in general 
remarks and more with specific cases, in the meantime adding here 
that Mr. Davis’s is, I submit, an instance of the over-refined official 
construction I have referred to, and which growingly makes more 
— the dealing with matters of ‘‘ stamps.” VERITAS. 

an. 4, 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.| 

Sir,—In your last week’s issue you suggest that results of adjudica- 
tions of stamps should be sent to you. e following, to me irre- 
concileable, cases have happened within my experience of the last 
few months. 

I acted for the owner of two adjoining fields of building land, the 
one mortgaged to A. for £2,500, the other mort; to B. for £2,600. 
I prepared a reconveyance of a piece of land which comprised portions 
of both these fields, A. received £100, and B. was satisfied with his 
remaining security. The stamp on this deed was assessed at £1. 

Some months later I prepared an exactly similar deed for the same 
client of another portion of the same two fields. A. received £400, 
and B. was satisfied, as before, with his remaining security. Not 
understanding the principle on which the stamp on the former deed 
had been assessed, I submitted this also to the commissioners for 
adjudication of the stamp, and it was assessed at 10s. 

If I should have a third reconveyance of another portion of the 
same fields, can any of your readers suggest upon what principle I 
shall calculate the stamp ? Es. H. 

Leicester, Jan. 13. 





COLONIAL JUDGESHIPS. 
[Tc the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Some remarkable facts in the report of ‘“‘a newspaper case 
in Grenada,” in the J'imes of the 6th inst., seem, as yet, to have been 
passed over unnoticed, and, indeed, to have elicited no comments 
whatever. And yet it is there authoritatively stated that at present, 
in the Windward Islands, out of four chief justiceships three are 
acting appointments, the holders of which are nominated by the 
respective governors, retain office only during their pleasure, and, 
moreover, need not of necessity be barristers. 

Either these three posts must have been vacant for some time 
past, in which case they should have been filled up at home upon 
the receipt of notice of avoidance, or the actual chief justices must 
be themselves on leave. In the latter case, it is hardly too much to 
suggest that one perpetual supernumerary official, at all events of 
the status of an ordi colonial puisne judge, should be appointed 
for these islands, that a repetition of the scandals descri in the 
report referred to may, in the future, be prevented. Nothing is so 
bad for a small place as the absolute uncontrolled exercise of 
authority by one man, if an ordinary colonial governor and not of 
— temperament ; and the constant presence of at least one other 
independent official of position, such as the chief istrate, is 
essential to the maintenance of confidence among a volatile popula- 
tion like that of a West Indian island. That there are many lish 
barristers of small fortune in every way qualified, who, in these bad 
times here, are anxious for colonial judgeships, is weli known; and, 
further, it is an open secret that many such have, for some time 
past, with this view, had unimpeachable testimonials in the hands of 
the Colonial Office. The customary drifting policy of that depart- 
ment inspires the invariable reply to applicants that there are no 
vacancies ; and a refusal is the result of any request to mske known, 
in any way, when there are any appointments to be filled up. As a 
fact, when a colonial law officer is appointed, he is generally an 
unknown young man, deemed not unlikely to be pleasing to the 
governor of the dependency, who, however naturall gifted, cannot 
have had the experience, and probably has not the unusual tact 
required, to administer the feel affairs of a small island without 
having, at all events, at first, sad storms in his tea-cup, if anxious to 
pomnve a proper judicial independence and to be an entity distinct 
rom the governor. 

In conclusion, I would urge that proper notice of the vacancy of 
onetne should be advertised or made known in every case, 
and that men of standing should be selected fairly to fill them, 
without regard to party. In this way the Scylla of i 
uppointments as rewards for the past services of the appointee or 
his family, in forgetfulness of the exigencies of the particular de- 
pees would be avoided, as well as the Charybdis of simple 

ess as to the future of those who have, from ci 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 


R. 8. C., 1883, orp. 58, xn. 15—Aprprzar—Securrry ror Cosrs—Inson- 
vENcY oF AppgELLANT—Evipenck—PoIntT NOT YET RAISED In CouRT oF 
Aprrat.—lIn a case of Farrer v. Lacy Hartland § Co., before the Court of 
Appeal on the 12th inst., a question arose as to requiring an t to 
give security for the costs of his appeal. One of the defendants me go 
notice of weed from the — on the trial of the action, the 
plaintiff applied that he might be ordered to give security for costs, on the 
ground that he was insolvent, and unable to pay the costs of the appeal if 
he should be unsuccessful. The evidence of insolvency was that execution 
had been issued the defendant’s goods for a sum of £555, which 
was due from him under the judgment, and that the writ had been placed 
in the sheriff’s hands, but nothing had been realized under the execution, 
there being no goods of the defendant available to levy on. The plaintiff 
did not swear that he believed the defendant to be insolvent, but the affi- 
davit was not answered, and the court (Baccattay, Bowen, and Fry, 
L.JJ.) held that there was sufficient evidence of the defendant’s insolvency. 
On behalf of the defendant it was urged thet the point raised by the 
appeal was one which had never yet been decided by a Court of A 
and reliance was placed on Rourke v. The White Moss Colliery Company R. 
1 Q. B. D. 556), as showing that, under such circumstances, an appellant, 
even though he was insolvent, would not be required to give security for 
the costs of his appeal. The court required the defendant to give security. 
Baceatiay, L.J., said that Rourke v. The White Moss Colliery 
was decided upon very special circumstances, and was not an authority for 
the general proposition for which it was cited.—CovnseL, Barber, Q.C., 
and Lewin; Horton Smith, Q.C., and Lock. Soxrcrrors, Duncan, Warren, 
$ Gardner ; Pyke § Minchin. 





Marrrep Woman—SeparaTe EstaTe—REsTRAInt on Anticrpation—Con- 
veyanctne Act, 1881, s. 39.—In a case of In re Wood, before the Court of 
Appeal on the 12th inst., a question arose upon section 39 of the Convey- 
ancing Act, 1881, which provides that, notwii ing that a married 
woman is restrained from anticipation, ‘‘the court may, if it fit, 
when it appears to the court to be for her benefit, by judgment or er, 
with her consent, bind her interest in any property.’’ In the present 
case, a lady, soon after she attained twenty-one, made a settlement of her 
property on trust for herself for life for her separate use, without power 
of anticipation, and afterwards for her children, and, in default of chil- 
dren, for herself. She afterwards married, and had three children. Her 
husband died, and she married and had one child by her second 
husband. When the present ication was made, she was forty-two 
years of age, and her husband was between fifty and sixty. He oe 
—— a solicitor’s clerk, and was out of employment. He had 

is last employment on the occasion of his illness, and his employers did 
not afterwards take him back, because they required a younger man 
his particular work. Owing, however, as he to th 
depression and to the competition of younger men, he had been unable to 
obtain we oe employment. The income of the trust property was £85 
@ year. 


i 


e application was to have a sum of £15 a year for each child, 
or £60 a year in all, raised out of the capital for a few years, in order to 
provide for the education of the children, with an an insurance on the 
children’s lives to replace the fund in case of their death. The court 
(BaccaLtay, Bowsgn, and Fry, L.JJ.) refused the application, on the 
ground that they were not satisfied by the evidence that it would be for 
the benefit of the wife to accede to it. They —i opinion that 
the section ought to be liberally construed, and that the power could be 
exercised not merely to promote the i benefit the wife, but 
that a benefit to the husband and the children might be also such a 
benefit to the wife as was contemplated the Act. But they were of 
opinion that it would not be for the benefit of the family in the present 
case that the small property should be eaten up. On the contrary, it 
might be for their benefit that the husband, who had hitherto been unable 
to get work, and on whom there was not the slightest imputation, should 
not have the stimulus to induce him to work in any way removed. 
—CounsgL, Oswald ; Baynes. Sortcrror, B. Kimber. 


Company—Winpine up—GvaRaNnTEE BY Banxive Company—VAtipiTy 
—Orpmary Banxine Busrness.—In a case of In re The Southport and 


West Lancashire Banking , before the Court of Appeal on the 14th 
inst., a question arose as to the validity of a guaran ven by the 
of a branch of a joint stock banking on of 





circumstances, 
no chance of giving evidence of administrative capacity. W. 
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time to time consider to be incidental or conducive to the attainment of all 
or any of those objects.” The articles of association contained no pro- 
vision as to the powers of a manager of the company. The company 
being in liquidation, Bath & Son claimed to prove on the guarantee. 
Chitty, J., held that the gi of such a guarantee was not within the 
ordinary scope of banking business, and that there was no evidence of any 
yap a to the manager, .and he refused to admit the claim. The 

of Ap (Baccatiay, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Baccatiay, L.J., had no hesitation in saying that the giving of such a 
guarantee did not fall within the ordinary scope of banking business. It 
‘was, however, contended that it came within the scope of the business of 
this company as defined by the memorandum of association. Admitting 
that it aa f have been authorized if it had been adopted by the directors 
as part of the business of the company, there was not a tittle of evidence 
of any such adoption. There was no evidence to bring this particular 
kind of business within the scope of the business of the company. The 
act was perfectly uuauthorized on the part of the , and it was 
not even communicated to the directors. It was impossible to say that 
the shareholders could be made liable in such a case. Bowzn and Fry, 
L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Maclean, and H. D. Greene; Romer, Q.C., 
and Northmore Lawrence. Soutctrors, Johnson, Budd, § Johnson; Gregory, 
Roweliffes, § Co. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


Insunoctron—Szewace Noursance—Locat Boarp constirurep arrer In- 
swnction—Pusiic Heattn Act, 1875, s. 275.—Manpamvus.—In the case 
of Taylor v. The Friern Barnet Local Board, before Chitty, J., on the 12th 
im, Intent was given on a motion made by the plaintiffs to restrain 
the from causing a nuisance by polluting a stream bounding the 
plaintiffs’ property. It appeared that the nuisance complained of was 
caused by sewage works at a point upstream whence the sewage over- 
flowed into the stream. The plaintiffs in February, 1884, obtained an 
injunction against the then rural authority. Shortly afterwards, that 
body was dissolved, and the present defendants were by an order of the 
Local Government Board constituted an urban sanitary authority over the 
district, and the ‘powers, rights, duties, capacities, liabilities, obliga- 
tions, and property’ (Public Health Act, 1875, s. 275) of the old board 
were in the defendants. The defendants submitted that they were 
not responsible for the nuisance created by their predecessors, and were 
doing what they could to get rid of it, having applied to the Local 
Government Board for sanction to a new scheme on a large scale. They 
relied on Attorney-General v. Guardians of the Dorking Union (30 W. R. 
579, L. R. 20 Ch. D. 595), and said that the plaintiffs’ Ly remedy (if they 
had any at all) was to apply for a mandamus to compel the board to put in 
force its statutory powers, and to execute the works which it had in 
contemplation. Currry, J., said that the fact that the defendants were 
merely continuing the operations of their predecessors was no defence. 
The rural authority had no right to create the nuisance, and the de- 
fendants, their successors, had no right to continue it. The defendants 
were in no better position than that of an ordinary proprietor of land 

a similar nuisance. The defendants had no common law right to 
foul a stream nor statutory power to do so (see Public Health Act, 1875, 
8.17). His lordship granted an injunction, but postponed its operation 
for two months.—Covunszi, Ince, Q.0., and Solomon ; Macnaghten, Q.C., 
and Shebbeare. Soxicrrors, D. Lindo ¢ Son; Houghtons § Byfield. 





Persona, Estarr—Payment or Dernts—Exoneration.—In a case of 
Trott v. Buchanan, before Pearson, J., on the 13th inst., the question arose 
whether the personal estate of a testator had been exonerated from the 
payment of his debts. The testator, by a deed executed in 1861, con- 
veyed and assigned real and personal estate to trustees upon trust to 

him to receive the income during his life, and after death on 
for sale or conversion, and to stand possessed of the proceeds, on 
trust, in the first place, to pay the costs, charges, and ses of the trustees 
inoraboutthe execution of the trusts of the deed, and,in the next place, to pay 
all the testator’s debts and his funeral expenses, and after such payment 
as aforesaid upon trust as te one moiety of the fund for a son of the testator, 
and the other moiety for his other son. By his will, made in March, 1876 
(of which one of the trustees of the deed was also one of the executors), 
after a recital of the deed of July, 1861, he devised and bequeathed all the 
and personal estate not comprised in, and subject to, the 
trusts of the deed to his wife for her life, with remainders over. The testa- 
tor died in 1883, and the action was brought to execute the trusts of the 
deed, and to administer the trust property. The question was whether the 
testator’s residuary personal estate was exonerated from the payment of 
his debts, and whether his executors were entitled to be recou out of 
the trust property the amount of some debts of the tor which 
they had paid out of his personal estate. Prarson, J., held that the 
| mae estate was not exonerated. He said that there could be no 
as to the general rule of law that estate was liable in the 
instance to An aay ‘y a eee court could either find 
exonerate it, or what was called a necessary implication 
an indication of intention so strong that the court was compelled to 
it was judicially satisfied that it was the intention of 
to discharge his personal estate. He thought that in 
present case there was not enough to discharge the mal 
and that the _ bene v. Chichester (2 Vernon, 568, 1 B. P. 0. 

a decision of the e point, the facts being as nearly as ible 
identical with those of the present case. The facts of the a alter Sony 
meagrely stated in the reports, his lordship was furnished with a copy 


a 


from the Record Office of the original decree in that case, and also with 
copies of the cases of the and t which were presented 
to the House of Lords ; those documents it appeared that the 
facts of the two cases were almost identical, and that the exact point 
which was raised in the present case was raised in French v. Chichester. 
His lordship said that he was therefore bound by that decision, and he 
could find nothing in the will in the present case to exonerate the personal 
estate. The gift to the wife was not a of the testator’s real and 
areas Si Aaa Pray comprised in the deed (as it ht have been), 

ut a gift of the residue of his estate not comprised in deed. There 
were no previous gifts in the will, and the residue could only mean the 
residue making those deductions which by law ought to be made.— 
CounsEL, Cookson, Q.C., and A. C. Eddis; Higgins, Q.C., and Whiteway ; 
J. G. Laing ; Sterling. Soxtcrrons, A. D. Smith ¢ Eldridge; Nickinson, 
Prall, § Nickinson ; ers §& Clarkson. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
HvUppDERSFIELD Oounty CouRT. 
(Before Judge SNaGGE.) 

Dec. 5.—Re Mitchell, Ex parte Moseley. 


A solicitor held liable to the costs of taxation of a bill against the 
trustee under a liquidation, which bill, by arrangement under section 
28, was peyable by a third party, more than one-sixth having been 
taxed off. 


This was a questions referred to the court by the registrar upon the 
taxation of a bill of costs. The debtor went into liquidation and a trustee 
was appointed. A resolution under the 28th sec of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1869, was passed for the acceptance of a composition of six shillings 
in the pound, payable by George Mitchell and the debtor, and containing 
these words: ‘‘ And also for such further sum as shall be sufficient to pay 
all taxed costs, charges, and expenses incurred or to be incurred by the 
trustee or his solicitor m or about the proceedings for liquidation and the 
carrying out of this arrangement.” . Moseley was appointed solicitor 
to the trustee. He took in his bill for taxation, amounting to £236 2s. 2d., 
and upon taxation it was reduced to £62 7s. 7d. Thereupon the trustee 
and the purchasers of the estate claimed that under the Solicitors Act, 
1843, the costs of the taxation were payable by Mr. Moseley, and this was 
the question referred to the court. 

8. Learoyd appeared for the trustee and purchasers. 

West (barrister) Senete for Mr. M ° 

Learoyd contend at sections 37 and 38 of 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, were ap- 
plicable to the case ; and at that time it was essential that an order should be 
obtained from the court for the taxation of a solicitor’s bill in a bank- 
ruptcy, but that by the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, and the rules thereunder, it 
had been provided that all costs in tcy matters should be taxed by 
the registrar of the court in which the bankruptcy was prosec 
referred to the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, s. 29; Rules of 1870, rr. 186, 223; 
Rules of 1871, rr. 4, 5; and the following cases, showing that the section 
of the Solicitors Act was applicable to the costs incurred by a solicitor 
acting for a trustee in ws 7%, :—Ez parte Hatherway (2 Madd. 329) ; 
Ez parte Westall (3 Ves. & B. 41}; Ex parte Barrett (3 Dea. & Ch. 731). 

West contended that the Solicitors Act had nothing to do with the 
question ; that the taxation was not one as against the trustee, but eyed 
one against a to the bankruptcy to ascertain the amount of 
purchase-money ; that the neces for this taxation arose out of the 
agreement with the purchasers; and that this was not a taxation against 
the trustee. 

His Honovur.—If the taxation was between the trustee and Moseley, 
do you then say the 37th section would apply? 

West.—Yes, I think it would ; but this is not a taxation at all against 
the trustee, the bill being simply made out as against the purchasers, and 
the taxing master having allowed only such amount as they ought to pay 
under their agreement. ita tereniiparnciin ant taxation, and 
not a solicitor and client taxation. The trustee was y in attendance 
on the taxation to give information required from him. This must be 
treated as if it were a taxation as between solicitor and client. The 
trustee has to Dey nating Deve upon the taxation, and there can be no 
—— upon Moseley to pay anything to George Mitchell—a stranger 


Learoyd, in , urged, firstly, that this was a taxation of the costs as 
against p Ryde 24 the Rules of 1871 compelling taxation of such costs ; 
secondly, that the trustee did tax the costs, and, therefore, it was a taxa- 
tion under section 37; and, thirdly, that, upon that taxation, the third 
ee ae cee an to avoid two taxations, and that, 
they art done oe & mo or B cco ee by the taxation 
between the trustee ley, an party party principles 
had no application to the case. bs 
His Honovr, in it, said that he could simply act wu 
the ent mh wo teat into between the parties; that it might 
have mone Gintaby eopmnanel bat Hav be: enet oe biwenls what was 
this bill, and who was entitled to attend upon the taxation. The trustee 
was bound to have the costs taxed, and provision was made that the 
registrar should be the proper taxing officer. m who was liable 


to the costs, either originally or by subsequent agreement, was 
entitlod, under section 38, to have the costs : 

Here an t was made by which the Mitchells made themselves 
liable to pay the taxed costs incurred by. the trustee. They might have 





had a separate and independen 
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fient all parties joined in this taxation. They had a right to 
Seals nad setion 38 provided that the same prin: 


taxation by a third party ay ete aes 
able upon a ion by a as upon & m by party who 
was originally chargeable. The bill, therefore, having been reduced by 


more than a sixth, the costs of all those who were entitled to attend the 
taxation must be paid by the solicitor. It was perfectly clear that if less 
than a sixth had been taxed off, the parties who had attended upon the 
taxation would have been liable to pay Mr. Moseley’s costs of the taxa- 
tion, and the converse must apply. He, therefore, directed that the costs 
should be taxed as against Mr. Moseley, and that two sets of costs should 
be allowed—one the trustee’s costs for attending, and the other the joint 
costs of the two purchasers. 

Upon the application of Mr. West, the judge ordered that the costs of 
this reference into court should stand over until the result of the taxation 
was ascertained. 

Solicitors, Learoyd ¢ Piercy, Huddersfield; Henry Moseley, Huddersfield. 








A “LEGAL AID AGENCY.” 


Ar the Edmonton County Court on Tuesday last a case of much interest to 
the legal profession and to the public came on for hearing before Dr. Abdy, 
the judge. The plaintiff was John Singleton, a working man = 
Tottenham, and he sought to recover from the defendant, Cornelius 
Villiers George, trading as ‘‘ The Legal Aid Agency,” of Tower-chambers, 
Finsbury-pavyement, London, E.C., the sum of £10 10s. as the balance 
due for money had and received by the defendant for the plaintiff’s use. 

Mr. John Avery (Wolferstan, Avery, & Jennings) appeared for the 
plaintiff, but the defendant did not answer the summons, and was not 
represented professionally, 

nm the case being called Mr. Avery stated that, although the defendant 
had not put in an appearance in answer to the summons, he (Mr. Avery) 
would be obliged to his Honour if he would hear the details of the case, 
because it was really one of much importance, y to members of the 
legal profession, the defendant having im erly represented himself to 
be a solicitor, and having acted as a solicitor In the course of his trading 
as *‘ The Legal Aid Agency.” 

The Judge: But what is this “‘Legal Aid Agency”? Ithought the 
office in Chancery-lane was the only recognized institution in that way, 
and that solicitors were the only legal aid agents. 

Mr. Avery: This case will show that that is not always so, and I only wish 
Mr. George had come here, so that I could havecross-examined him as to this 
‘*agency.’’ We have an admission by him that he was the “‘manager”’ of this 
‘‘agency,’? but we have evidence to prove that he was himself ‘‘ The 
Legal Aid Agency.’’ Proceeding to state the facts of the case, Mr. Avery 
said that on the 26th of August last the plaintiff met with a serious 
accident on the Great Eastern Railway line, and in that accident he was 
so much injured that he had to be removed to the German Hospital, where 
he remained under treatment as an in-patient for about three weeks. He 
was then discharged and returned home, and soon afterwards he was 
waited upon by an acquaintance named Brooks, who introduced the 
defendant to him. The defendant then represented himself as a solicitor, 
and urged the plaintiff to instruct him to write to the railway company 
with a view of obtaining compensation for the injuries caused by the 
accident. Plaintiff was at first inclined to conduct the whole of the 
negotiations with the railway company himeelf, but after much pressin 
and many assurances that the charges of Mr. George, as a solicitor, woul 
not be high, plaintiff consented to place the whole matter in the hands of 
the defendant. After that time defendant called several times on the 
plaintiff, and on one of these occasions asked for and obtained £1 10s. on 
account of his charges. This amount was paid on the representation that 
the plaintiff had had a great deal of trouble with the railway ron ef and 
had spent much time in talking to Mr. Robertson, the superintendent of the 
Great Eastern Railway line, about the claim. Two or three days after 
that the defendant again called on the plaintiff, and on this occasion he 
(defendant) said he had settled the whole affair with the railway company 
who had given him £20 to pay to the plaintiff, and had undertaken to pay 
his doctor’s bill. Plaintiff expressed surprise at the company only giving 
him so small a sum, and the defendant then said, ‘‘Oh! they would not 
give you any more than £20, and they only give you that as a present, 
because, at the time of the accident, you had only a workman’s ticket, 
and, therefore, they are not really aia, egy @ Defendant then added 
that as he had had a great deal of trouble in the matter he should expect 
a little more money, and plaintiff agreed to give him a sovereign out of the 
£20. Defendant then handed plaintiff £19 and left the house. On account 
of the railway company failing to pay the plaintiff's doctor’s bill, however, 
the plaintiff wrote to them, and it was then discovered that they had really 
paid George £30 10s. for the plaintiff; that George in writing to 
them from the offices of the “‘ Legal Aid Agency’? had represented fim. 
self as Mr. ©. Bassett, acting on behalf of ‘‘a client,’’ and that he had 
never seen Mr. Robertson, the superintendent of the company’s line, on the 

subject of the accident. 

Evidence having been given by several witnesses supporting Mr. 
Avery’s statement, 

His Honour, in entering j waguent for the pene for the sum claimed. 
to be paid forthwith, said he should order that the costs should be taxed 
on the higher scale, as this was clearly a case where he could certify that 
the subject of the claim was a matter of t public and general interest. 
The d ant had shown himself capable of committing an artful and 


were much in 


SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 

The following circular has been issued to the members :— 

‘In pursuance of the resolution at the adjourned annual general 
meeting, held on the 15th of July, aie te hele 
society should be held in Jan and April, Iam directed to 

mi 0 the members of the society will be held 


that a special 
in the hall of iday, the 30th inst., at two o’clock pre- 

r the subjects hereinafter mentioned, and of which notice 
ven—V1zZ. :— 


society on 
os: to consider the 
unton will move, ‘That this meeting is 


> 

has duly 

“Mr. F. K. 

the trial of chancery witness causes than de die in diem not only 
creates — expense and inconvenience, but practically amounts to a 
denial of justice, and that an entire redistribution of the business of the 


ly called for.’ 


cil to ffect to th lution passed Rage cra mocting held 
counci give e e resolu e held 
on January 30, 1884, with reference to rule 11 of order 65 of the Rules of 
the Supreme Court of 1883.’ 

“Mr. H. Starkey Coldicott will move, ‘That in the opinion of this 
meeting the number of members of the society who have joined the new 
club, is, comparatively s , 80 small as to constitute its formation a 
failure (assuming it to be legal), and that the entrance fee and annual 
subscription must, in any case, be at once reduced in amount, in order 
that the important part of the society’s premises may be more available 
for the general of members.’ 

‘¢ Mr, Grantham R. Dodd will ask, ‘Whether it is the fact, as has been 
publicly stated, that the council of the society submitted a case to counsel 
respecting the sale of the Inns of Chancery, or any of them; and, if so, 
what was the effect of the opinion given upon such case, and whether the 
council have taken, or propose to take, any and, if so, what stepsin re- 
lation to the sale of the inns above to, or -~ or either of them, 
and the 5 ka of the proceeds of an; e.” 

* ae Walter - oe That 4 = cae = Courts® Re- 
cord, a daily law paper, is en’ = y the profession.’ 
; “KE. W. Wiittamson, Secretary.” 


LIVERPOOL LAW STUDENTS’ ASSOCIATION. 


The annual m of the members of this association was held last 
week, Mr. John Hughes, J.P., in the chair, among those present being 
Messrs. Gray Hill, Harvey, Kenion, Leslie, Baxter, 
and others. 

The annual report which was submitted stated that during the past 
ear forty-six new members had been elected, and nine members resigned. 

e number of names on the roll had thus increased from 333 at the close 
of last year to 370 at the present time. During the first session of the past 
year ten meetings of the association were held, the average attendance at 
which (exclusive of the annual meeting) was thirty, and the a 
number of speakers at debates eight. During the second session ol 
meetings were held, the average attendance at which was thirty-four, and 
the average number of speakers ten. During the gs year it was deter- 
mined by the association to satisfy a want which had ong oe felt 
among Live l articled clerks by establishing a law library, which 
members of the association might take out and retain books for a period 


of three or four weeks. This scheme has met with the a of the 
Liverpool Incorporated Law » who had granted to the association 
the necessary space for the library in one of their rooms. 


Mr. Gray Hit was elected president for the year on the motion of Mr. 

Leslie, seconded by Mr. Bromfield. 

The Prestpent (Mr. Gray Hill) delivered an address to the students, in 

eS eas 7 SS a, ey ees ee eee 

are preparing to enter our profession, or are young in its 

ot yet time —— eo eo - ‘ on, should remember that 
ssible, even e, a few years t ma 

. the conaeal Of legal business. 3 On. the poi oa the 

attention is © io — pets + 3 ~— towards the 
rocedure an e lessening y 

viich are to bring an action to teal 


ee 


done a’ with, the 

the other hand, there is a 
the ‘‘ forward ,” both at the and amon: 
the privileges of their own branch of the p 
those of the other branch. Barristers wh 
pa ey far meaty alt 
as they ma 

direct from The client; and energetic, clever 
are also yea for work, and Baroy th 
capacity for advocacy, are asking 

cumenae te, all the courts. Thus there isa strong 
without and from within towards an amalgamation of 
the ion, or, eo hagas ae ape the partial 
which now them. am not advocating 
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other countries, 
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successful fraud, and as not only the tiff but also the ted 
Law Society and the aoe ae ee scocsted in thle toatten 
it was m prosecution, 


to be hoped that they would follow it up with a | 
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much doubt whether it would benefit either the 
But none but the selfish can dispute that, if th 
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he alteration, it ought to come; and none but the blind can fail to 
ee that its advent is amongst the possibilities, if not the probabilities, 
of the near future. At any rate, this much is certain, that the 
standard of excellence required in our branch of the profession is 
steadily and rapidly rising. This, no doubt, results partly from 
competition within the profession, but also, to a great extent, from the 
increase of legal knowledge on the part of the public, and the decay 
' of the m amongst them that the law is a mystery or a juggle. 
ly is this raising of the standard observable in a large mercantile 
community like that of Liverpool. The mercantile — expect from 
their legal advisers a wider and deeper knowledge of law; greater readi- 
ness and quickness in applying that knowledge; greater care in the 
selection of what is practicable and the rejection of what is impracticable 
in dealing with 1 difficulties; and an insight and a foresight that shall 
be both keener and longer than have satisfied their requirements hitherto. 
Added to this there is arising a demand upon the solicitor of more of the 
special powers of the advocate—powers of argument and powers of 
persuasion. It is observable that in some branches of mercantile law the 
solicitor has now to acquire a very great amount of legal knowledge 
Wefore he is ahead of his client. For example, shipowners, underwriters, 
and bankers find the law encompassing them round about and pressing 
upon them on every side; at every turn they need to know its provisions 
so far as they relate to their particular business; and in those points, 
which are of frequent occurrence, they obtain an extent of knowledge 
which, combined with the shrewdness and ability common to successful 
men of business, make it difficult for the solicitor to surpass them ; 
and yet, if he cannot do so, he is useless to them. The standard 
is rising, the competition is getting closer, and it may be that a 
revolution in the profession is at hand. What will become of 
those who, taking no heed of the changes in progress, are content 
to jog on in the old way? I am afraid that for the ordinary law 
student who has not his heart in his profession, and who does not take 
every ated of qualifying himself for it, the prospects are the re- 
verse of hopeful. There are some men whose abilities are so great that 
they can acquire in a short time knowledge which is only got by the man 
of moderate powers with long and painful efforts; and there are some 
men so shrewd and keen that their natural sagacity carries them success- 
fully through the difficulties entailed upon them by their want of that 
knowledge of their profession which all should get before they presume 
to — init. But such men are rare, and nothing could be more 
foolish than for the student to neglect the opportunities offered to him in 
the hope of avoiding failure by the exercise of such extraordinary powers. 
Now, this society affords an admirable means of assisting its members to 
acquire not only the legal knowlege, but also some of the special powers 
which are already in demand, and which will be so useful to the practi- 
tioner of the future. 
The rt was adopted on the motion of Mr. John Hughes, seconded 
by Mr. i Harvey, and supported by Mr. Kenion. 
The officers for the ensuing year were also elected. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 


A general examination of students of the Inns of Court was held at 
Lincoln’s-inn Hall, on the 18th, 19th, 30th, and 31st of December, and 
the Ist and 2nd of January. 

The Council of Legal Education have awarded to David Lewis Harris, 
Middle Temple, and Thomas Moffitt Stevens, Gray’s-inn, studentships in 

and Roman law of 100 guineas, to continue for a period 
of two years; and to Leopold Maximilian Percy Firminger, Gray’s-inn, a 
ip in jurisprudence and Roman law of 100 guineas, for one 


year. 

The council have also awarded to the following students certificates 
that they have satisfactorily passed a public examination :—John 
Alexander Anderson, Inner Temple; Alfred Armitage Baker, Edward 
Arthur Lionel Batters, and Richard Cuming Benson, Lincoln’s-inn; 
Edward Francis Bigg, Inner Temple; Arthur Rawson Birks, Lincoln’s- 
inn; Arthur Lynn Bristowe, Inner Temple; Robert Staunton Bunch, 
Middle Temple; Francis George Bury, Inner Temple; Thomas Bour- 
chier Chilcott, Middle Temple; Edward Olayton, Gray’s-inn; Thomas 

Cockerton, Lincoln’s-inn ; John Roche Dasent, Middle Temple ; 

Henry St. John Dawson, Lincoln’s-inn ; Thomas Reginald Colquhoun 
Dill, Robert Donaldson, George Thorn Drury, and Rowland Metzner 
Inner Temple ; David William Fenn, Lincoln’s-inn ; Herbert 

George Fordham, Inner Temple; Arthur la Trobe Foster, Middle 
Temple; Charles Alexander oo Garland, Inner Temple; Francis 
Peter Gervais, Lincoln’s-inn ; Gerald Aubrey Goodman, Middle Temple ; 
Thomas Lynedoch Graham, Inner Temple; William Llewellyn Hacon 
and Kumar Shri prom Lincoln’s-inn; Herbert Heape, Alfred 
Valentine Holland, Do: yon Holms, Thomas O’Hara Horsman, and 
Alfred Arthur Hudson, er Temple ; Ernest Edward Hutton, Lincoln’s- 
inn ; Samuel Henry Jeyes and Walter Guy Coffin Kirkwood, Inner Temple; 
John Rickman Knight and Joshua Gittens Knight, Middle Temple ; 
Arthur Lawrence, Inner Temple ; Thomas Richard Lee and Charles Prest- 
wood Lucas, Lincoln’s-inn ; John Louis Mitchell, Inner Temple ; Robert 
William Tarn Mitchell, Lincoln’s-inn; George Edward Moke, Inner 
Rene md John Lionel Alexander Monckton, Lincoln’s-inn; Reginald 


Arthur Oldham, and Henry P Owen, Inner Temple ; George Knowles 
— Gray’s-inn ; Jitendya Nath Palit, Middle Temple; Peter George 
8 ope Payne, Inner Temple; William Henry Christo her Payne, 
Middle Temple; Alfred Chilton Pearson, Lincoln’s-inn ; il Ernest 
Pigott, Mi Temple; Winfrid Alured Comyn Platt and Leonard 
Francis Potts, Lincoln’s-inn ; George Herbert Powell, Inner Temple ; 
Louis de Teissier Prevost and Mohamed Rafique, Middle Temple ; Thomas 
Henry Richmond, Gray’s-inn; George Arthur Rimington, Lincoln’s- 
inn ; Frederick Ritter, John Hugh M’Auley tr and John Paul 
Rylands, Middle Temple; Walter Loudoun a orth, Alfred Edward 
Staniland, Harry L m Stephen, and Walter Henry Syfret, Inner 
Temple; Herbert Taaffe, Lincoln’s-inn; Joseph Thompson, 
Middle es Thomas Ernest Trollope, Lewis W: and Thomas 
— illiams, Inner Temple ; and Walter Frederick Wilson, Middlo 
empie. 

The following students passed a satisfactory examination in Roman 
law :—Ibrahim Ahmed, Inner Temple ; Stanley Harding Alleyne, Middle 
Temple ; Harry Armytage, George Ranken Askwith, and James Robertson 
Bell, Inner Temple; Henry Chartres Biron, Lincoln’s-inn ; Evan Edwin 
Brook and Kenworthy Brown, Inner Temple; Edmund Percy Calvert, 
Middle Temple ; Richard Chambers and Ramdas Chubildas, Inner Temple ; 
William Lace e, Middle Temple; Frederic Astley Darbishire and 
Frederick Lewis Davis, Inner Temple; Nogendra Nath De, Middle 
Temple; Charles Frederick Deakin, Lincoln’s-inn; George de Reuter, 
Inner Temple ; William Hammon Devenish and Frank Lambert Dobson. 
Middle Temple; Henry Arthur Colmore Dunn, Richard Fisher, and 
Robert Frost, Lincoln’s-inn; Peter Yeames Gowlland, Inner Temple ; 
Frederic Alexander Hahn and John Francis Llewellyn Hardy, Lincoln’s- 
inn; Richard Harington, Charles Lushington Hickley, and William 
Tudor Howell, Inner Temple; Edward Jenks, Middle Temple; Neville 
Paul Jodrell, Inner Temple; Leon Leclezio, Middle Temple; Frederick 
Theodore MacDonnell, Inner Temple ; Thomas Duncombe Gray’s- 
inn; Horace Edward Miller, Inner Temple ; rigs | Alport Molteno, Inner 
Temple; Joseph Mosenthal, Lincoln’s-inn; Horace Bertram Nelson, 
Gray’s-inn ; Thomas Bancroft Oughton and Percivall Chase Parr, Inner 
Temple; William Fletcher Moore Patten, Lincoln’s-inn; John Edward 
Redmond, Gray’s-inn; Henry Goodwin Rooth, Arthur Barnsley Shaw, 
and Smithett Shipdem Sheridan, Inner Temple; Charles Edward Sismey, 
Lincoln’s-inn; Frederick Smith, Middle Temple; H Sims Smith, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Herbert Stephenson Smith, Robert Barton Stewart, Arthur 
Chilton Thomas, Harry Redmond Thomson, and James Falon Thorn- 
thwaite, Inner Temple; John Ormerod Scarlett Thursby, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
Henry Joseph Toulmin, Middle Temple; Harry Joseph Turrell, Temple ; 
George Frederick Underhill and Lowji Merwanji Wadia, Inner Temple ; 
William Wallace, Middle Temple; Frank Ernest Ward, Inner Temple; 
Robert Charles Irwine Whitty and Edward Herbert Widnell, Lincoln’s- 
inn, and Gerald Francis Yeo, Inner Temple. 

The Council of Legal Education have awarded the following prizes to 
the undermentioned students :— 

Roman Law, Jurisprudence, and Private International Law.—Satyendra 
Prasanna Sinha, Lincoln’s-inn, a prize of £50; John Ward Blagg, Lin- 
coln’s-inn, £25; Emmanuel Elliott Pollard, Gray’s-inn, £15; Herbert 
James Hay Mackay, Middle Temple, £10. 

Common Law.—Edward John ers Morton, Inner Temple, a prize 
of £50; Jitendra Nath Palit, Middle Ean wy £25 ; Robert Byerley 
Parkes, Gray’s-inn, £15; Joshua Gittens Knight, Middle Temple, £10. 

Real and Personal Property Law.— Alfred Hull Dennis, Inner Temple, 
a prize of £50; Eric Blackwood Wright, Middle Temple, £25; Lupton 
Topham Topham, Middle Temple, £15; William Hepworth Mercer, 
Inner Temple, £10. 

Equity.—Alfred Pattullo, Lincoln’s-inn, £50; Francis Theodore Duka, 
Inner Temple, £15; Alexander Graham, Lincoln’s-inn, £10. 

The council have also awarded to the student who obtained the at 
aggregate number of marks in the subjects of the lectures given by two 
of the professors—-viz., in Equity Real and Personal Property Law, 
Thomas Crossley Eastwood, Gray’s-inn, a prize of £70. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


NOTICE TO SOLICITORS. 
Examiners’ Orrice, 3, Rotts Yarp (now abolished). 

Solicitors and others who have made £3 deposits in the above office, and 
who are entitled to refund on payment of the fees due (if any), are 
requested to make their claim at the office of the Paymaster of the 
Supreme Court, before the 3lst of March, 1885 (room 327). 

— that we amounts es Fa pranemmnn minty | et _ the 
xchequer, and no further application for it of the it 
will — ’ PP: repaymen' epos 








In gray ees assizes at Reading, on Monday, Mr. Justice Hawkins is 
reported to have said that prisoners committed for trial for small offences 
should be admitted to bail, even upon their own recognizances, if there 
was no likelihood of the accused running away, because it sometimes 
happened, as was probable in a case to be tried at these assizes, that the 
accused were de a longer period in prison awaiting their trial than 





0 Jones Mortimer and oem Shaw Mulholland, Inner 
Temple ; y Louis Auguste Niel, Middle Temple; Benjamin Oakes; 


en Basa be sentenced to if they were to be tried and convicted im- 
y j 
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OBITUARY. 


MR. HERBERT NELSON. 


Mr. Herbert Nelson, solicitor (of the firm of Robinson & Nelson), of 
Darlington, died on Christmas-day after a very short illness. On the 24th 
ult. he was taken ill while conducting a case at the Darlington County 
Court, and hedied on the following day from obstruction of the windpipe. 
Mr. Nelson was the son of the Rev. Canon Nelson, and was born at Lincoln 
in 1858. He was admitted a solicitor in 1882, and he was for some time a 
clerk in the office of Messrs. Burton & Dyson, of Gainsborough. A few 
months ago he removed to Darlington, where he commenced to practise 
in ership with Mr. William Robinson. Mr. Nelson was a good 
cricket player, and had achieved considerable celebrity as an athlete. 
His premature death is much deplored by a large circle of friends, both at 
Gainsborough and at Darlington. 





MR. HARRY FOOTNER. 


Mr. Harry Footner, solicitor, died at Andover about three weeks ago. 
Mr. Footner was admitted a solicitor in 1830, and he had practised at 
Andover for more than half a century. He was a tual commissioner 
for Hampshire and Wiltshire, and he had held several important appoint- 
ments. He was for many years town clerk and coroner, and clerk to the 
magistrates for the borough of Andover. He was also registrar of the 
Andover County Court (Circuit No. 51); in which office he had been for 
several years associated with his son and partner, Mr. Richard Footner, 
= 9 admitted a solicitor in 1859, and is deputy-coroner for the 

rough. 





MR, EDWARD KNOCKER. 


Mr. Edward Knocker, solicitor and notary, formerly of Dover, died at 
Torquay, on Christmas-day, at the age of eighty. Mr. Knocker was born 
in 1804. He was admitted a solicitor about the year 1826, and for nearly 
fifty years he conducted a large practice at Dover. He was a notary 
public, and he was for many years town clerk of the borough of Dover, 
besides holding other important public appointments. In 1871, shortly 
after resigning the town clerkship, he was elected mayor of Dover. 
During the latter part of his professional career he was associated in 
partnership with his son, Mr. Edward Woolaston Nadir Knocker, who 
was admitted a solicitor in 1860, and is now town clerk of Dover. Mr. 
Knocker had for several years ceased to practise. He was buried at Tor- 
quay on the 30th ult. The announcement of his death was received at 
Dover with universal regret. 


MR. HENRY THOMAS COLE, Q.C. 


Mr. Thomas Henry Cole, Q.C., formerly M.P. for Penryn, died at his 
residence, 4, Glendower-place, South Kensington, in his sixty-eighth 
year. Mr. Cole was the second son of Mr. George Cole, and was born in 
1816. He was called to the barat the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 
1842, when he joined the Western Circuit. He speedily obtained criminal 
and civil business at the assizes and sessions, and he gradually became known 
in London as a junior counsel. In 1867, after twenty-five years’ practice, 
he received a gown from Lord Chelmsford, and he rapidly rose to the 
position of a leader on the Western Circuit. He was a dexterous and 
successful advocate, being a humorous speaker and a somewhat formidable 
cross-examiner. In 1868 he unsuccessfully contested Taunton in the 
Liberal interest, and in 1874 he was returned for Penryn. He acted with 
the Radical party in the House of Commons, and he actively opposed the 
foreign policy of Lord Beaconefield’s Government. At the general election 
of 1880, the state of his health prevented him from seeking re-election, and 
from the same cause he had almost entirely ceased to practise. Mr. Cole 
was recorder of Penzance from 1862 till 1872, when he was appointed 
recorder of Plymouth and Devonport, which offices he retained until his 
death. He had also been for many years senior prosecuting counsel to the 
Post Office on the Western Circuit. He was a bencher of the Middle 
Temple, and he was treasurer of that society for the year 1884. Mr. Cole 
was married in 1846 to the daughter of Mr. John Stone, barrister. 





MR, RICHARD PENDER TYACKE., 


Mr. Richard Pender Tyacke, solicitor, of St. Ives and Hayle, died im 
New Zealand onthe 2ndinst. Mr. e was the son of the Rev. 
Richard Frederick Tyacke, vicar o' it, Cornwall. Heserved his 
articles with his uncle, Mr. Joseph Walker Tyacke, of Helston, and he 
was admitted a solicitor in 1878. He had since practised at St. Ives, 
having also an office at Hayle, and he had already established an import- 
ant business. He had been for some years town clerk of the boro of 
St. Ives, and he was also clerk to the Hayle Local Board. Mr. 
had suffered for several months from a severe onary disease, had, 
under medical advice, left England on a voyage. The telegram 
announcing his premature decease caused much sorrow at St. Ives. 


MR. WILLIAM BARKER DRURY. 


Mr. William Barker , barrister, died at 21, Harcourt-street, 
Dublin, on the 9th inst. Mr. was born in 1812. He was called to 
the bar at Dublin in 1835, and he for many years in the Court 
of Chancery. In 1858 the late Sir Joseph Napier appointed Mr. Drury 
one of the registrars of the Court of Chancery m » and he held 
that office till his death. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Belliaghamn), of Saffron Walden, tise been appotated « Perpetual Co : 
oO a mm - 
missioner for the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women 
for the County of tee, 

Mr. Roszrt Weppestt, solicitor, of Berwick-upon-Tweed, has been 
appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the renee pen gy of 
Deeds by Married Women for the County of Northumber and the 
Town of Berwick-upon-Tweed. 


Mr. Joun Frepericx Carnet, solicitor 
of Sevenoaks, has been appointed a 
the Supreme Court of J ture. 
Mr. Hersert Mitts Brrapwoop, judicial commissioner of Scinde, has 


been appointed to officiate as a J ee Cone 
at Bombay, during the absence in Egypt of Mr. Justice West. 


(of the firm of Carnell & Son), 
to administer Oaths in 


Mr. hg yo pop (of the firm of Bradle © Fm of 
Cardiff, been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for Glamorgan- 
shire for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Women. 


Mr. Srepxzn Exuis Topp, solicitor, of Beverley, has been elected 
Treasurer of the East Riding of Yorkshire, in succession to his partner, 
the late Mr. Thomas Crust. 


Mr. Samvuzt Porz, Q.C., has been elected Deputy-Chairman of the 
Merionethshire Quarter Sessions. Mr. P was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1858, he became a Queen’s Counsel 
in 1869. He practises on the Northern Circuit and at the Parliamentary 
a Mr. Pope is a bencher of the Middle Temple and Recorder of 

ton. 


Mr. Watrer Wiiuram Yona, solicitor, of 118, Newgate-street, and of 
Battersea, has been appointed Solicitor to the Wandsworth District 
Board of Works. Mr. Young was admitted a solicitor in 1875. 


Mr. Henry Mason Bompas, Q.C., has been ~~" Recorder of the 
Borough of Plymouth, in succession to the late Mr. Henry Thomas Cole, 
QC. Mr. Bompas is the son of the late Mr. eant Bompas. He 
graduated LL.B. at the University of London in 1863, having graduated 
at St. John’s College, Cambridge, as fifth wrangler in 1858. He was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 1863, and he is a 
member of the Western Circuit. He was formerly a reporter on the staff 
of the Law Reports, and he became a Queen’s Counsel in 1877. Mr. 
Bompas acted, in 1880, as a commissioner to inquire into corrupt practices 
in the borough of Knaresbgrough. He was i recorder of Poole 
in 1881, and he is a bencher of the Inner Temple. 





DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 


Gzorce Freperick Bert and Joun Gzuorcs Howe, 202, Bishopsgate- 
street Without, London, solicitors (Bell & Howe), and 98, High-street, 
Wandsworth, Surrey (Haynes, Bell, & Howe). Sept. 12. 

Frep. Wiiiuram Catverr and Wiis Hasrmcs Fowrer, York 
and Scarborough, solicitors (Calvert & Fowler). Jan. 1. 

betes od ee i Soe Brown er aon) pe 
Henry Bons, Liverpool, tors Logan, ms), 80 as 
the said William Thompson Peas Gb coeennn thea, 3. Eee ce 
William Thompson Pears retires from the said co-partnership. 

Frepenick Pricer, Frarepsrick Artaur Woopcock, and Henry James 
Wrppows, 8, St. James’s-square, Manchester, and ony solicitors (Price, 
Woodcock, & Widdows). Oct. 4. The said Fred Price and Fred- 
erick Arthur Woodcock will continue to carry on business at 8, St. 
The said Henry James Widdows will also carry 
on business at 8, St. James’s-square aforesaid, and also at — afore- 
said. [ Gazette, Jan. 9.] 

Atpwyn Petuam Kent and Harry Houimes D’Earu, 3 Church-court, 
Old Jewry, London, solicitors (Kent, D’Eath, & Co.). Dec. 31. 

Tuomas Piews and Wmitam Frepsrick Baxre, 14, Old J -cham- 
bers, London, solicitors (Lawrance, Plews, & Baker). Jan. 12. 
Sg yt EC 

uces 

usiness, which will in future be carried on by the 
Fred: Baker and Hubert Waldron in at 14, Old Jewry- 
chambers aforesaid, under the style of Lawrance, Baker, & Waldron. 








Gough. [G@asette, Jan. 13.] 
Mr. H C., the court for the Newcastle 

took opty pany ig om oe bank on Monday nn 

received:the congratulations of the bar. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 


The. Local Government Board have addressed a circular letter to all 
boards of guardians throughout the country in which they state that they 
have received a communication from the Commissioners in Lunacy in 
which it is am —mnged that an important proportion of the pauper lunatics 
in county asylums might be adequately and more economically provided 
for in the workhouses. The Cosuntialdners have furnished the Board 
with returns which have aa obtained from the medical superintendents 
of the asylums, and in which are specified the names and ages of the 
chronic and harmless lunatics who, at the end of 1883, were maintained 
pce we ae and who, in the opinion of the medical superintendents, 
were suitable for care in workhouse infirmary with paid nurse, and in 
ordinary workhouse wards. The Board, wishing to have as many of these 
lunatics maintained in the workhouses as can conveniently be received, 
i the to. endeavour to carry out the necessary transfers, 
It is believed that these ste age poes bap reliminary to the intro- 
duction of a scheme by which the coun rough lunatic asylums 
will be rendered available =. tients o: the non- oy re class. It is 

barnlons lunatics will be transferred to 
and ona 


At the Lambeth Police Court on Tuesday a person, who gave the name 
of G. Hardin, living in Wilson-road, Camberwell, was summoned, at the 
instance of the Incorporated Law Society, for having on the 6th of August 
last unlawfully, wilfally, and falsely pretended to William George Perry 


, ys ( » & 
Humphreys & Sons) appeared to prosecute, and stated that, although the 
i still i it was the determination of the society 
to put down all these illegal practices. The defendant had, it appeared, 
— the letter produced to a person named Perry with regard 7 
ag ent of an account of £4 10s. for a sewing machiue. 
thet the defendant used the expression, ‘‘I am instructed by Mr 
McMahon to ap pply to you for the enclosed sum of £4 10s. for the sewing 
the above is not paid I shall take further proceedings 
The letter was signed the defendant, who now said he had not the 
slightest intention of writing as a solicitor. In answer to Mr. Biron, Mr. 
ea eM said he knew of no other cases against the defendant, but 
orship, no doubt, was aware how such matters went on. Mr. Biron 
said that jee: 80, but every case must stand on its own foundation. The 


of the ’ letter, cularly such words as ‘‘I am instructed,” 
would to believe that it was a letter from a solicitor. The 
defendant, however, had stated that, if he had done wrong, it was in 


ignorance of the law. Mr. Biron told the defendant he had broken the 
and rendered himself liable to a very heayy penalty. He, however, 
only fined him 5s. and costs, but trusted it woul Soe contion ¢o bans ti 


i 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDIC ATURE, 
Rora oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 








APPEAL APPEAL CouRT . 
Date. a, & No. 2. V. C. Bacon. Tit, Jeatios 
Jan. 19 Mr. Teesdale Mr. Ward Mr. Carrington Mr, 
Tucstay os» 20 Farrer Pemberton Jackson 
Od......0000 21 Pemberton Ward Carrington 
. > Ward ta ree ——_ 
poo Koe SeeEeeton 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
A Norra N. 
19. Mr. Clowes Mr. Lavi 
p: a Paste Mr. Merivale 
21 Clowes La M le 
23 (low Tavle it 
eee Ow" 
- po eg Pas! 7° erivale 








COURT OF APPEAL. 
HILARY SITTINGS, 18865. 
(Concluded from page 172.) 
liye app of of deft from order of V C Bacon Mar 7 
or 


Bowness v 

Philips ¥ Phil gid _ juigt of VC ne Mar 12 

In re Cape da Co's Acta ( ase of the Rt Hon 
Bentinck, M 


-P., from refacal wal of Me ice Pearson Mar 17 
In re Thoe Ruseell’s Will Trusts, and In re Trost of Mary J Hedworth’s 1 
Trustee Relief Act, 10 & 11 Victo96 app of Jane Ferguson, ™m 
order of Mr Justice Kay Mar 17 
Gandy v Macaulay app of plts from order of V C Bacon 


decd 
In re Garnett, decd Gandy vy Macaulay app of Geo Garnett O 
feo enter YC Ben Meri? savy Assadi: Dates 


spp of pit from order of Mr Justice Kay on far con and 
sumns to vary Mar 19" 
Wallis v Watson spp of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Denman for Mr Justice 


re Gilbert, decd, Gilbert vy Hudleston of deft Hudleston 
order of Mr Sustios Key March 21 per tae 


a Tateon cup of dott Peter Watson and anr from judgt of Mr Justice 


eg decd, Clay v Clay app of Herbert 8 Clay and anr from order of Mr 
don Gites? y Pd PP y 


siibberd v Black deft —. judgt of Mr Justice Kay March 27 
In re Geo Emery 5 Tooae ond Emery’s Trusts and 10 & 11 Vict c 96 app of 
WHH Kelke. cal anr — oe of Mr Justice Kay March 28 


Ballard v Tomlinson app of pit from jadgt of Mr Justice Pearson March 29 
Vint and Ux v H Vint and Ux v Hudspith and anr app of pits from 
judgts of Baron An for Mc fe duatiog Pearson in both actioas A »ril 3 


Ie re Contract for Sale of Real estate between R N Grenville aud C F D Caillard, 
Vendors, and G Sinnott, Parchaser, V & P Act, i app of George Sinnott 
and anr from order of Mr Justice Pearson April 3 

The London Financial Association, Imd, v Sir J Kelk and ors app of plts from 

ainece Bacon April 7 
ard v Sharp app of Se ‘rom judgt of Mr Justice North April 10 

Marshall v Its from judgt of V C Bacon April 10 

Hall and wife v Smith” ae of plts from jadgt of Mr Justice Chitty April 10 

Martinson v Clowes, Norwich and Norfolk, &c, Co v Martinwon app of olt 
erigt) in forma pauperis) from judgt of Mr Justice North for Mc Justice Kay 


rv The Peninsular and — Steam Navigation Co app of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Kay Fok 
ee agg # 4 — Neue & Co) v Case app of pits from judgt of 
acon 
Dodds v Tuke cf rr dfts from order of V C Bacon on fur con April 19 
Inre J cheng « a Blythe v Harrison app of dfts from refasal of Mr Justics 


Tn re oThe we ner a Dadtle Pablic House, West Ham, Essex, Settled by Will of 
John Hayle decd and Settled Land Act 1882 app of Maria Hayle & anr from 
decision of Mr Justice Pearson against tenant for life April 25 

ins re » on ayant ny Williams v Jenkins app of pits Soom order of Mr Justic: 

m appln to vary chief clerk’s certificate April 26 

Int re © Defries decd Nordon v — app of pit from judgt of Baron Pollock 
for Mr Justice Pearson May 

Wintle v Ash app of deft T F +4 from judgt of Mr Justice North May 2 

Sawyer v ag aad app of deft Jas Allwright from order of Mr Justice Chitty on 
fur’ con gt 2 ees v ead app of deft Jno Sawyer from same order 
(advanced by order) 

In re The Oeabodk & ‘pager | Colliery Cold &Co Acts 1862—1883 and In ra 
Peake’s tte © ex — Peake & Fisher app of trustee in liquidation from 
orderof VC Bscon May 2 

Watson (on behalf of himself and other foreign Peruvian bondholders exept dfts) 
v Cave Allen (on behalf &) v Cave AS ae W Ty and supplemental orders) 
In re Chilian Government Decrees Sir H Tyler & ors ( Trustees of Bond- 
holders mentd in said Decrees) v Rait -. app of dft Geo Thos Rait from 
order of Mr Justice Chitty on far con 

In re S McCleilan, decd MoClellan v MoClallan app of plts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Kay May7 

Chancery Actn—Mr Justice Kay—1883—M—239 Mellor v Thompson tried at 
Gloucester by Mr Justice Mathew, pursuant to order of the Queen’s Bench 
Division dated 22nd June, 1883 app of deft from order of Mr Justice Mathew 
directing entry of stet processus May 8 

In re Tre Old Falstaff Ciub, ld, & Co’s Acts app of Official Liquidator from 
refusal of Mr Justice Pearson May 9 

Midland Land and Investment Co “sy v Saunders and ors app of defts 
from judgt of rag Justice Chitty 14 

In re Bagoall & Sons, 1d, & Co’s ‘Acts app of Liquidator from judgt of Mr 
Justice Chitty on sumns May 14 

tas re F ubig _ Pollock vy Worrall app of plt from order of Mr Justice 


ot re o The Aphis Wood Pavement oe 1d wets of Commissioners of Sewers of 
City of London from order of V C Bacon 

Cavendish vy Cavendish app of pit H F C Gavpodieh from order of Mr Justice 
Pearson May 19 

In re Thos Turner, decd Boynton v Tidy app of plts from order of V C 

In re Geo Ker aed Ling of deft Ann G 

n re erry, 2 Gower é ower, spinster, f 
order of Mr Justice Chitty. May 20." Nepested trends 

Pratt v Waleh (by claim and cpanies claim) app of deft from judgt of V C 
Bacon May 20 


be, =e v Smith app of deft C W Johuson and anr from order of Mr Justice 
ae application to vary ae a” 19 Underhay v Smith app of 
iy Smith from same erder. May 
The M of the Clothworkers Cs, , Saeee v Hutchinson app of defts 
from jase of VC Bacon May 21 
eS pee reeteen: ld app of dft Co from judgt of Mr Justice Chitty 


y 

ro Sn Men al Festiniog Ry Co app of dft Co from judgt of Mr Justice 
I 

Acsell v Wearing oop of plt from judgt of Mr Justice ay F ed 27 

Holt vy Holt app of dft from order of Mr Justice en 

In re The Great Holway Lead Co, Id app of P E a order of V C 


Bacon May 28 
The Grand Jenction Canal co ae tie pmo cterpearemer tie Co 
wi p of pits from onder ot a ~ 


oye v Londen: snd Bruth "Wales Geel Cn ld of dfts from judgt of 
vO Basen a Co, app judgt o 


In 10 The Bovine Cail Spice CI and Co’s Acts app of the Co from winding 


up order of V C Bacon 

In re The Florence Land and Public Works Co, 1d app of Anglo Italian Bank 
from Mr Justice ae 7 cdaim May 30 

Io VO Geom Marah Williamson v Wright appl of pltff from retueal of 


Divorce Mary Aun Clark v Thomas Clark appl of Mary Aun Clark from Mr 
Justice Butt dismissing petition June 5 


In re Rev G H O Shield, Pethybridge v Burrow appl of defts from judgt 


mR Justice Pearson June 7 
liser v County of Glo’ster Bkg Co of Glo ster Bkg Co v Palliser 


capil ll i jug of Mr Justice North 


une 7 
Keily v Stevens of pitff from bof Mx Justice Chitty June ll 
(2) appl G v Tayler Spans Oman 
Felicia Gillett 


De Aaant v By pn 


Pape colar of VO Bas 





Concha 
appl of defis J J do la Conshe and 











ee Son. pow fg SES 
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— _ = bead 
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Edgington v Fitzmaurice applof defte J F Fitzmaurice and ors from judgt of 
Mr Justice Denman for Mr Justice North June 11 ’ 

. Bart vy Marks and ors Western, Bart v Marks Gilbert v Woodley 

sppl of of pitffs Gilbert and anr, Trustees in Bankruptcy, from order of YC Bacon 


Lads de la Pole v Dick Roux and Ux vy Dick appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Kay June 13 

Bradford v Young In re gas Trusts appl of deft H Thornton from Mr 
Jastice Pearson June 1 

In re G Bartlett, dec <a v Hook appl See oe Millard extrix of G 
Mullard from judgt of Mr Justice Pearson June | 

Gliddon v Gliddon appl of pitf from judgt of V C ae June 16 

Iu re Bouch, dec og v Bouch appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Kay 
on special case June 1 

ba Say dec Teplor v Taylor appl of Infant pltff by next friend from Mr 


Chitty Jane 
Fossest v Coll c, so ot gi on from judgt of Mr Justice Kay June 20 
aa? fh =~ id v White appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
ay June 24 


Ellis v Rogers appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Kay June 24 
In re a contract for sale of real estate between R Dawes and H Wood (as agent of 
J Goldsmid and ors and V and P Act) appl of Sir J Goldsmid and ors from 
order ot V C Bacon June 25 
, dec Elliott v Lambert appl of deft E C Elliott from order of 
Mr Justice ce Kay June 25 
Hobbs v Lacey appl of pitff from judgt of Mr Justice 5 A June 27 
Phelps Stokes & Cov Coomber app! of pitff from jadgt of VC Bacon July 12 
In re Trade Mark 4,109, cless 43, Sx cweae V4 Riviere & Co Cogna; and 
Jentes ayeny Merchants appl of McDowell & Co from order of Mr Justice 
earson June 2 
In re Charles Benn deo a v Benn appl of Jas Benn and ors from order of 
Mr Justice Kay June 
In re Jno Appleton, deo Barber v Tebbit appl of deft J Tebbit from order of 
Mr Justice Chitty July 
Hunter v Caldecott appl ot "dots RJ Garraway and ors from jadgt of Mc Jastice 
Pearson July 3 
ine Towgvos, Sere g Toren v Moggridge eppl of deft from order of Mr 
Morton v Haliett 2, appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Chitty July 4 
Guuld v Blick aggh @ phe Jeo Bich enk ae Ren epee SS Sees Jaly 5 
any eee Kough andanr app of pltsfrom jadgt of Mr Justis, 
uly 6 
Watkin v Gouid apP of plts from judgt of Mr Justice Pearson July 7 
in Dash, ar Hatherley v Danning app of pit from order of Mc Justice 
earcon Jul 
In re F Felgate, a2 infant, by W Felgate, hie next Friend app of Infant by next 
In re Habbeok; decd, nveraational Matine Hydzopsthio Co, lind v Hawes and 
n re ternati Hy v Hawes 
anr many ny om refasalof V C Bacon July 12 
Gandy v Gandy app sof deft Maurice Gandy from judgt of V C Bacon July 15 
In re Watts, decd, Cornford v Elliott app of pit from jadgt of Mr Justice Pear- 
son on special case July 16 
¥eey 7 Jeuan a app of plt from refusal of Mr Justice Chitty y= + ‘ 
vane ine eas ena Seana app of from judgt of 
Bacon y 
In re Gorsuch, decd, Gorsuch y Howden app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice 
Pearson July 18 
Ia re Co: decd, Nortonand Ecoles vy Compton app of deft W M Compton 
from order of Mr Justice Pearson July 19 
Mandy v Morrish app of plt from judgt of Mr Jastice Pearson July 19 
In re F H Jackson andG B Jackson end ors, Cyn va app of def: 
E C Charlton and ors from order of Mr Justice Pearson Jul 
Webb v Smith and eal aS app of pit from order of V 


Clerk’ 
. Opp of pls from jad of Me Tumi Denman for Mr Jus- 


Prioleau v Tasclock 
tice North July 25 ~YBeourityorderad 
Cradock v Rogers app of deft judgt of Mr Justice North July 26 
~~ _ deod, Olive v Westeomen app of defts from order of Mr Justice Kay 


Sente eileen of pltff from judgt of refusal by V C Bacon July 29 

Geere v Rou Sy of deft from judgt of V C Bacon Jaly 30 

In re Knatchbull’s Estate and The Settled Land Act 1882 ——— Wyndham 
Rasp stheall, Host toom endot of Mz Justice Feczeon July 3 


Ruts + Tie Watenee Board of Works cmnhat tch-tiens jolt of VC 


Bacon Aug 1 
In re B W Anderoca’s application to vegister « Tsnte Mark, Mo , aud TM 
ustice Chitty 


Acts — appl of & W Anderson from refasal of Mr 
1a,0 Bio, de Mellor vy Swire appl of Edwin Storer from order of V C Bacon 
Ine Latham, do Brinton v Lulham appl of pitfls from order of Mr Justice 


y Aug 6 

Mi 7 M4 and inre The Lancashire Union Ry Act 1865, and in re The 
Lands Clauses Consolidation Act 1845 (potn ot Jno Stephen) ap appl of Mary Lyon, 
wife of Edward Lyon, from order of 

Ty zo Metthows, dno Matthews v Matthews app of pitff hl judgt of VC 
Bacon Aug 

Ia ve Harvinglon, des Halstead v Cowen re See Re 
Kay on fur con and summons to var7 : 

In re The Norwich Equitable Fire Assce Co and Co’s Acts (Brasnett’s claim 
appl of es ea jadgt of VC Bacon Aug 9 

In re The Anglo-Indian and Colonial Industrial and Institution 1d 
and Co’s Acts “pp of The Co from order of V U Bacon directing Co to be 
woundup A 

Bright v Campa “Biovier v Campbell app of deft Wm Betts from order of V C 

In re Donaldson, Gent one &e app of S A F Walter from order of V C Bacon 


ug 12 
Divece Emma Cleaver, petr, v Frederick Cleaver, respt app of reept from 
Cee) cniomiantiimmhnia ae 


_rosintat ot V.0'B Aug 13 Tawemn vy Vaswus Boake Oo i app of pitff 
aretha Aug 13 
v Lambert app of deft from order of Mr Justice Key 


uf is 
ay Hoare v Strickland app of P M Hoare (having liberty 
attend) from order of Mr Justice Chitty” Aug 13 et: , 
In re The Norwich Equitable Fire Asses Co and Co’s Acts appl of W Decaux 


from order of V C Bacon Aug 8 
The Colonial Bank v Whinney app of plt eg ght tay moh 18 
J Jordan from o of Mr 


In re Jordan, decd, Kino v Picard app of deft R 
Justice Pearson Aug 20 

In re G Brown, deod, Brown v Brown app of defte J E Brown and anr from order 

of V C Bacon Aug 20 


In1eC H Glascodine and F J Car Solicitors y bin Swansea Dry Docks, 
ds, Co lind tom oder of V © Bucon for tating Ps 


B ease, Bart ee Fees esl aby Uetin atin of Hts Tas 

picnic ies nae cae or hae got An Aug 20 

n re is v Helmore acon 
-entat © aheaden = toe tee of Mr Justice ja 


Pee at 
1A Hesham ott ¥ Neothaw app of pits from V C Bacon Aug 


In re Taylor’s Settlement and cont Coevereetia &o, Act, 1851 app of H Taylor and 
anr from order of V C “yim 
ln re W Fowler, deod, A wend. a app of defts F C Fowler and anr 


from order of Mr Justice Kay Aug 
we MY can ol abt fon toten of ite Justice North Aug 23 Security 


ordered 

In re Dackham Trustee any gf Build ay wwe ae 1874 app 
ot Ree Soe Be — wie 

In re Richardson, deo Richardson Hotoon. app of deft W W Hobson from 


order of V C Bacon Aug 27 

Tn roa contract botwoon W'S Portal and ors and Hi Lamb and V and P Act 1674 
re erhet SS Roth end ore ors from order of Mr Justice ne 
cgay Wright v Hopkins cpp af the fev FP Pifilipe from order 
of V C Bacon Sept 9 

~ ri app of defts J O Vatlance and anr from judgt of V C Bicoa 


Sept 10 
sgoet Steunt M J Druitt from order of 


In re Horsely, dec Druitt v Mayo 
Mr Jus‘ice Pearson on far fur conson rs dog 
In re The Glove General Insce Co id & Co’s Acts app of E Hemmings and ors 
from order of Mr Justice Wills for Mr Justice Kay Oct 2 

oung Im re Falconer's will and 10 and 11 Vic c 96 appof H 
ee ES ee ee a Oct 15 
In re the Earl of Sandwich, dec Earl of Sandwich v Lord Hylton 5 a 
af h > and anr from order of Mr Justice Chitty for Mr Justice 


In te The Usiversel Fire Inscs Co 1d & Co’s Acts app of Alfred Good (late 
Official liquidator) from order of Mr Justice Nov7 
Lockwood v Sikes, knt app of defte Sikes and from judgt of Mr Justice 


Kay Novli 
To re Barah Si dec Jordan v Jordan app of plt from order of Mr Justice 
ov 
West'London Commercial Bank, ld v The Reliance Permanent Bldg Soo app of 
dotte Som. poet of Jaden of ¥ © Renn Nov 18 
of Land situate at Woking Surrey, between Thomas 
Tustin (purchaser) and V and P Act 1874 


at fon toe’ 
Rs Pt _aappeprpsingedesn cess Ti 


2 
Brown v Teed nap of i Seemcoler 06 ¥ © Bacon refusing to allow re-hearing 
of farconandsumns Dec 
Divorce) onan pe ofp ~ Fone yb wet pots Moria Esther De 
et of Mi 
sang a udgt of Me “sastioe Baty dated Nov 19, damiasing pein ft 


judicial separation 
Pill v Martyo a aa Strom adgt of Mr Justice K Deo 6 
Seago v Hoteon st rom ad of Mig Srastinn OS Deo 10 
Tn The Oriental Bi Co's Acts app of the official liquidator 


eras cof order of Mr Teen Onisty Deo ll 

Local of Health for the District of Witham, County of Essex v the Rev 

W M Oliver of pit from order of Mr Justice Pearson Dec 16 

The Capital and = Soe app of pits from judgt of Mr 
ane 23, 


a 


Justice Field for Mr. Justice Deo 16 

In rea Contract, dated J 1 between Maria Glenton and Godfrev 

Samuel Saanders (vendors a poem speeches) ant Y ett 

Acty 1874, 37 98 Vieke UR Dede ragey 3 of V C Bacon Dec 17 

Hyde v Edmunds Saad tenduhen Pas othr Sention ap Deo 17 

In re an sd Ape 25, 1854 bowen FB Weight and J P lamp. 

tre of one pong hy, Say of second part, and Robert Marshall of third 

ag Be and V and P Act, 1874 app og Elizabeth Marshall and ar fcom order of 
ustice Pearson ry 17 

Bios vee app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice A L. Smith for V C 

acon 

In re C Roberts, dec Tarleton vy Braton app of RC Tarleton, spinster, 4 

find Oe ving liberty to attend) from order of Mr Justice Pearson on 


In Arbitration between John Sharman, John Badoock Harris, and — 
Brown Clark, and in re 9 & 10 Will 3, an Act for determiaing Sepate «by 





Brake Co id in divoree sit fiom refasil off Y © Bacon to poste 


Lawson v Vacuum 





arbitration on agp ot @ B Clack fiom order of Mc emte Mas onee wie 
award 
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Mac Dougall v Knight app of defte from jndgt of Me Justice North Dec 23 
. Real Esta’ 


In re a Contract for Sale of te made between Peter Paget (official 
ae &c) and William Frederick Williams, of Burlington bldgs, Rege:t st, 
and Vand P Act, 1874 app of WF Williams from order of Mr Justica 
Chitty Deo 23 


18865. 
— 4 ray app of defts F T King and anr, by next friend, fron V C Bacon 
an 
From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the Chancery Division— 
orate List. 
§ evens v Met Dist Ry Co ~ del defts from Mr Justice Chitty Dec 10 
‘Probate) Frank Egerton Cutler and anr v Harriet Ann D Cutlerand ors ap 
of Harriet A D Catler from refueal of Mr Justice Butt to give liberty to ad~- 
minister interrogatories without dep»sit Deo 15 
Watson v Cripps app of pit from refusal of Mr Jastice Chitty Deo 16 
Walter v Moor app of G W P Moor and aor from Mr Justice Chitty Deo 16 
In 1e Florence Mary Wood, Harry Francis W 00d, Lilia Beatrice Woo1, and Wal- 
lac: R T-rrv, infante, and In re Wild’s Sottlement Trusts and Conveyancing 
Act, 1881 Wood and ors v Kimber and ors app of pits from order of Mr 
Justice Kay giving liberty to aopropriate funds Dec 17 
— a app of deft W Cumming from order of Mr Justice Chitty 
{a re Trusts of Will of Violet Tweed, and In re Trustee Act, 1850 app of Bank 
of Jand from V C Bacon Dec 22 


Kiias & v Williams app of deft from refusal of Mr Justice Kay Dec 23 
Mareh v Bailey app of defts Crawshay, Bailey and ors from order of Mr Justice 
Pearson Dec 24 


in re The Union Electric Light and Power Co, ld & Cos Acts appof Andrew 


Hutton a coatributory, from refusal of Mr Justice Pearson to remove liqui- 
cator 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH AND PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND 
ADMIRALTY DIVISION. 


For Hearing. 
1884. 
St.nefield v The Yeadon Local Board app of pit from judgt of Baron Huddle- 
«tm at trial in Middlesex Oct 23 
a = = Evaos app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Stephen at trial at Swansea 
5 veffield v oa. opr of plt from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice at trial in 


Middlesex 
Cc = v Dyke app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Grove at trial at Swansea 


ov 

Hi nde v Osborne, Garrett & Co app of defts from judgt of Baron Huddleston 
at trial at B ham Nov 6 

Wilkins v The 


» Punjaub and Delhi Ry Co app of plt from judgt of Mr 

Justice Mathew at trial in Middlecex withoutajury Nov 65 

Jupp v Powell of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew at trial in Middlesex 
without a j ov8 

nates Hinges app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Grove at trial at Swan- 
sea No? 

J B Grébert-Borgnis v J M and W Nugent app of defts from judgment of Mr 
Justice Denman at trial in Middlesex without Stary Nov lt ¥ 

—_- oe app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Cave at trial in Middlesex 

ov 


Caancery action transferred to Q B Division Ross v Ashwin app of deft from 

—_ of Mr Justice Mathew at trial in Middlesex without ajary Nov 12 
arteki v Dequirot app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Hawkins at trial in 
Middlesex with a jury Nov 17 

Halsey v Arnold app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew at trial Nov 17 

Webb v The Streatham Hill and General Kstates Development Co, 1d app of 
deft from jadgt of Mr Justice Mathew at trial Nov 17 

luce v ery app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Danman at trial in Middle- 
rex Nov 

Wright v Keoall app of deft from jadgt of Mr Justice Stephen at trial in 
Middje.ex Nov 20° — 

Schwartz v Lafone (sued as ee of Butler’s Wharf) app of pit from jgdt 
of Mr Justice Denman at trial in Middlesex without a j Nov bo 

Hugall, Widow v MoLean (receiver in y oeny | action for administration of 
a of George Gates, dec) app of pit from jdgt of Mr Justice Wills at trial 


ith common j Nov 21 

Hall v Anger app of pit ret gs of Mr Justice A L Smith at trial in Middle- 
sex withouta jury Nov 25 

Southey v Derham app of dft from jdgt of Mr Justice Grove at trial in Middle- 

Loy Gomera tomemar Banking Co v Wigham 

nog Cov app of d/t from jdgt 
Mr Justice A L Smith at trial) in Middlesex without ajuy Nov 26 sii 

Hermann v Jeuchner app of dft from jdgt of Mr Justice Stephen at trial in 
Middlesex without a jary Nov 26 

Kekewich v Browne app of dft from jigt of Mr Justica Mathew at trial in 
Middlesex without ofay Nov 26 

C.unty Court Appeal Henry Winfield and Eliza his Wife v Eliza Jenkinson 
(Q B Crown ) app of dfs from order of Jastices Grove and Hawkins dis- 
obarging rale ns to enter jdgt fur dft Nov 29 

Bieeeli v Fox & Co app of dfts from jdgt of Mr Justice Denman at trial in 
Middlesex without py a Deo 2 

Yeov Dawe app of pli from Mr Justice Grove and Baron Huddleston setting 
nvide —— _ giving jdgt for cft—action tried by the Lord Chief Justice at 


The Great Western y/ Co and The en | Ry Co vy The Dowlais Iron Co 
A tbe rere and A L Smith on special case Dec 5 


—* Hine app of dft from jdgt of Mr Justice Mathew at trial in Middlesex 


—ie Cov Volkart Bros app of plt from jdgt of Mr Justice Lopes 


ee app of dft from jdgt of Baron Pollock at trial at York 


ah mea app of dft from jdgt of Mr Justice Mathew at trial in Middle- 
Elwell v Jackson spp of pit from jdgt of Mr Justice Denman at trial Deo 15 


i 





Adams v Coleridge spp of plt from jdgt of Mr Justice Manisty at trial in Middle- 
sex Dec 16 


Hermann v The Royal Ex hange Assce Corpn app of dft from jdgt of Baron 
Huddleston at trial in Middlesex Dec 18 

Craven v Ingham app of plt from jdgt of Baron Pollock at trial at York Dec18 

From the Mayor's Al London, in error Catherine Blunden v Francis 
William Kitching app of plt from jigt of the Recorder of London on demr 

Ship Fridebae Jon on Wigine  Hemil a { afts from jagt of 

eba 08+ v ton and ors app o' 8 from jdgt o 

Mr J ustice Butt an B costs (without Assessors) Dec 18 

The Queen v The of the Greenwich County Cour: an' R B Scar- 
borough (Q B Crown Side) app of dfts from jdgt of Justices Groves and 
Hawkins Cheating Registrar to allow Solicitor to question debtor Dec 19 

Brock and crs v Warmisham app of dft in persun from jdgt of Mr Justice 

Farlow y Pintech’ Patent Ligh Co ld of plt f dgt of Mr Justi 
‘arlow v Pin 8 Patent i i) a t from j ° r Justice 
Wills at trial Dec 20 ited spite esi 

County Court Appeal Tipper v The London & St Katharine Docks Co (Q B 
Crown Side) orp ot pl from Justices Grove, Mathew and Day directing entry 
of jdgt for afte 

In re an Arbitration between Alice Wadham and ors, Claimants, and the North 
Eastern Ry Co app of The North Eastern Ry Co from Justices Mathew and 
Tay giving jigt for Claimants upon special case for £1,550 (in lieu of £659 
amount of award) Dec 29 

Lambton & Co v Nielsen & Co app of dfts from Justices Mathew and Day direc - 
ing entry of jdgt for pite on special case stated by Arbitrator Dec 31 

Municipal Corporations Act, 1882—Election Petition William Line and ors v 
Samcel Warren «nd ors app of respts S Warren and ors from Justices Mathew 
and D:y declaring Election of Town Councillors at Daventry void Deo 31 

12 & 13 Vict. c. 45, 8.11 The Guardians of the Poor of Holborn Union v The 
Guardians of the Poor of Chertsey Union (Q.B. Crown Side) app of The 
Chertsey Guardians from Justices Hawkins and A. L. Smith reversing order of 
Justices touching settlement of two pauper children Dec 31 


1885. 

The Qaeen on the Prosecution of William Fredk. Fearn v The Charnwood Forest 
Ry Co (Q.B. Crown Side) app of plts from judgt of Mr Justice Denman on 
mandamus Jan 1 

The Barrow-in-Furnese Mutual Ship Iusurance Co v Ashburner app of deft 
from judgt of Justices Mathew and Day on special case Jan 1 

Dixon & Co v The Royal Exchange Shippiag Co app of plt from judgt of Mr 
Justice Cave at trial Jan 1 

W G Scott v [he Great and Little Clifton School Board. app of School Boari 
from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew at trial Jan 2 

The Queen v Thomas D B Rawlins (Q.B. Urown Side) app of prosecutor from 
Justices Mathew and refusing order for quo warranto Jan 2 

The Queen v Herbert Dibben (Q.B. Crown side) app of prosecutor from 
Justices Mathew and Day refusing order for quo warranto Jan 2 


From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the Queen’s Bench Division. 


1884. 

In re an Arbitration between the Coed Cae Coal Co and Thomas Jones app of 
Thomas Jones from Justices Grove and Stephen refusing to set aside eward of 
Mr Ad Mining Eagineer, South Wales Novi (S O Jan 26) 

Weldon v J app of deft from Justices Stephen and Day refusing ne 7 
trial—action tried by Lord Chief Justice in Middlesex Dec 8 

The Compagnie Financiere et Commerciale da Pacifique v The Peruvian Guano 
Pp app of deft — — order of Justices Grove and Hawkins for inspection 

ts 


0 7 

12 & 13 Vict. c. 45, 8.11 Alexander Glen v The Churchwardens and Oversear: 
of the Parish of Fulham (Q.B. Crown Side) app of Alexander glen from 
Justices Stephen, Mathew, and Day affirming poor rate Dec 17 

Attorney-General v C Bradlaugh, M.P. (Q.B. Revenue Side) aop of deft from 
the Lord Chief Justice, Mr Jus ice Grove, and Mr Baron Huddleston refusiag 
new trial at bar—order nisi for new trial granted by Coart of Appeal on Deo 18 
; ay hy rule nisi deft has given notice of intention to move in arrert 
0 gt 

Wateve v Magalhaes pe. of dft from the Lord Chief Justico and Justices 
Mathew and Smith refosing new trial—action tried by Mr Justice Grove in 
Middlesex with special j Dec 19 

Transferred from Chance ivision In re an action, Ross v Ashwin And in re 
an appln of Messrs Lumley & Lumley, Solicitors of the Sapreme Court, under 
23 & 24 Vict c 127,828 app of dft I S Ashwin from order of Mr Justice 
Mathew Dec 19 

bes (married prmae deg ey app of pit Some part fod _ Me J — 

sta; execu ‘or payment into court t’s appin t» 

Div Court for new trial Dee 19 

Wilkins, Blyth & Marsland v Greer app of dft from Justices Stephen and Day 
refusing new triel—action tried by Mr Justice A L Smith withajary Doc 19 

Christie vy Cohen app of dft from the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Cave 
De _ triel—action tried by Mr Justice Day at Manchester—verdict for 

t 20 

The Compagnie Financiere et Commerciale du Pacifiqae v The Peruvian Guano 
Co epp of dits from order of Juctices Grove and Hawkins for inspection of 
documents and commission to France Dec 24 

Wright v The Met Ry Co app of pit from order of the Lord Chief Justice and 
Mr Justice St: phen for new —action tried by Baron Huddleston in Middie- 
sex—verdict for plt Deo 24 

Croft v The London & County Banking Co app of plt from order of the Lord 
Chief Ju-tic: and Mr Ju-tice Stephen granting release from forfeiture upon 
terms—action tried by Mr Justice Stephen in Middlesex Dec 29 


1885. 

The Local Board of District of Eastbourne v Jackson app of plts from order ef 
Justices Mathe v and D:y on sp2cial case stated by Aroitrator—action referred 
on trial before Mr Justice Hawkios Jan 2 

Hoyle v The Greentithe Chalk Cold & ors app of df: Roberts from the Lord 

hief Justice and Mr Justice 8 ephen refasing new trial—action tried by Mr 
Justice Grove in Middlesex with 5 jary Jan2 

Christopher v Ceull and ors app of pit from tae Lord Chief Justice & Mr Justice 

and confirming jdgt of non-suit by Mr Justice Hawkins 


ol 
Cave refusing new trial 
Jan 2 
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Bird v Pearle act , 
FROM PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION eee Y Raines act wits Smith vy Smith act 
(ADMIRALTY). Maffuniades v — act 
ee Transferred from Mr Justice Pearson | GIL Wattaker sot wits 
beaperices > menses - See Gee Mile v Now Zealand Eo Katate Co act 
m 
Ship Hollandia (dam Tyne Steam Shipping Co ld v General Steam Naviga- | , *t wits Crisford v Manficld act wits 
tion Co app af afte fiom jadgt of th f the President June 8 a ere. Beckett & Co v Rame- Webb v Hamilton m fj 
Ship Theodore H Rand (da ) G Baker and ors v Owners of the Theodore H Da °D os wie Custeis v Kenny act sht 
Rand and freight app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Butt Oct 7 Spa by FR dn GO Liadell v Cowl act 
Appeals from the County Palatine Court of Lancaster. Jagelski v M act wits — nt Weedon A. = 
F Final Outese end Sutgueente, -| Stapleton v W act wits rooks v Askew 
om 1883, ‘ii Nov 19 ere Eiemin Fienia v Fismle ont wit ee My North Hemblas &¢ Co 
Siddall vy Townsend app of plt from of judgt of ice-Chancellor Nov ammersley v mersicy m 
In re MA Goulden, decd mu Walueloy Rice we dft T C Browne from judgt of a a v Powell Powell vy Chester act ime ad — = 1 
the Vice-Chancellor a ae sib m... a & vw bre 
_ v Hall ders 
The Official Liquidator of the Blackburn and District Benefit Building Society v | Hon A Egerton MP» Hest of Ellesmere — v — m Ze oa 
Cunliffe, Brooks, & Co app of dfts from judgt of the Vice-Chancellor Jan 7 act & m fj Ash . on ein 
Parnell vy Mort, Liddell & Co app of plt eon judgt of the Vice-Chancellor Feb be Ine re 4 papas Broomhall v Howes act == tal Co Md act 
H E Moss & Co v Caird and anr app of dfts from order of the Vice-Chancellor Leggatt v Orien = os he 
and fur con and smns to vary Mar 6 Port.» Parks act wits >= map gps mm yr re at 
Falker v Colquhoun Colquhoun v Falker by claim and counter-claim app of | Inre R Rymill In reJ W Rymill L v ae ony — Bank 
dft William Colquhoun from judgt of the Vice-Chancellor Mar 27 K Herbert v RB: act wits Wenn na West &eCs ost eta 
In re Seten, decd Hulley v Bolton app of plt from judgt of the Vice-Chan- | In re Plant a act 


pr7 
In re D Show, dec Sinnott v Pemberton app of pit from jadgt of the Vice- 
Chancellor June i3 
Austerberry (on behalf 7 v Mayor &o of Oldham app of plt from judgt of the 
Vice-Chancellor June 17 
= a, dec Stone v Stone app of pits from judgt of the Vice-Chancellor 
une 
In re Spencer, dec Speuny Same app of James Lowe from order of the Vice- 
Chancellor July 
Gordon v James he of fie from judgt of the A nate = ll J pnd 17 
Raines v Mellor a efts from judgt of the Vice-Chancellor 
— a vo v Dawson app of plts from judgt of the "f ice-Chan- 
or 
Samson (an infant, by Joseph Veterests hen nent 00 v Bases om app 
of dft Edward Thesdovas Paul from jadgt of the Vice-Chancellor Deo 24 


From Interlocutory Order.— Separate List. 
1885. 
Dunn v Beausire PP, “ a J Lueich and ors from order of the Vice-Chancellor, 


dated Dec 4, 1884 
N.B.—The County Mt. Appeals as the dates of setting down are reached in 
the General and Separate Lists are set aside and taken on the first Thursday 
in every month, 
FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 


SITTINGS IN BANKRUPTCY. 


1884, 
In re Ex parte 

ad & a Sibeth 

ollemache Assignees 
Foster Basan 
Sir R Maneel Barr 
Petrie Kirby 
na —— 

oun, i) 
Tollomache po - 
Tollemache 
Tollemache 
Waite and aur White and anr 
Ingham Craven 
fe ee 

P 

Suse & Bibeth bone 
Tollemache Holt 
Tollemache Chandler 


N.B.—Bankruptcy Appeals will be taken every Friday in Appeal Court I. 


SUMMARY OF APPEAL LIST. 


Fina). some ial 
From the Chancery Division .. eo @6€:« SL ee 
From the Queen’s Bench Division .. 86 
From the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division, Admiralty with Assessors 2 
From County Palatine Court 16 
From the Queen’s Bench Division sitting 
in Bankruptcy ., 17 
332 


Total. 
221 
102 


2 
16 
17 


oe 


358 


Totals * 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Hrixary Srrrines, 1885. 
Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
(Set down to Saturday, January 3rd, inclusive.) 
(Concluded from page 173.) 


Before Vice-Chancellor Bacon. Greaves v Parker m fj 
Knowles v Bradford Old Bankld act Acie & Cov i 
wits Weldon v W H Weldon act 





act wits } 


Clar 
v Wells 

M Couhe nT South. act wits 
oe, cae & SS Ge act & 


j wits 
Percvaly Dunn, act — 
Darcy v 
Heintz v Civil il Service é Supply Assocta 


act wits 
5 S Maw, Sons & Thompson 


act wi 
Land Sec Cold v Salaman act & mf j 
wits 


Stenning v Wolff act wits 
Western v Day act wits 
a ty Jackson v Bristol 


est of England Ban’ 


H 


Goldring act wits 
ee fil ee ge act & mf j wits 
Corey v 
Gray v Harvey ot wits 
In re Edwards, Yate v Bluck act wits 
Lake v West act 
De Caux v Skipper, Tee v De Caux act 
& m fj wits 
Macleater v Blake act 


M v Williams act 
Pawley v Bi act wits 
Flewitt v W: ax a 


inte Gal, ogee _ a 


Fullatod v Fallwood act 
In re H Hobson v Hobson act 


act wits 
Onward Building Society v Pearson act 
In re Colbourn Jones v Edwards act 


wits 
Steers v Rogers act 
Att Gen v Elt act wits 
lv Knowles act wit 
Cawston v act wits 


Theatre Manchester 1d v 
&mtj 


act 
Baron Kinnaird vy Denney act 
Parsons v Selway Selway v Parsons 
act & m fj 











; 
; 
| 
; 
é 
h 
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East bi? “yerpes’ ld v Huggons act 


&m 
Ph v Paecte D’Esterre act 
Maydew v Newton act 
— vLake act i 
'b v Galmoye 
Bebre v Lotinga act 
yn & Co v Dobson act & 


fone Witeon Wilson v Corbett 

Stevenson v Jenkinson act 

Buteher v Butcher act 

Le Maitre v Mulkern act 

May v Fox act 

Tock v D’Reterre act 

Raywerdy P eat Light Co t 
v Pavement ac! 

Johnson v Tiley act 

Bidder v Bridges act 

Municipal Perm act & m fj 

Municipal Permnt Investmt &c Soc v 

Long v Nat Prov Bank of England ld 


act 
Wood v Shaw act 
In re Dobson Dobson v Dobson act & 


centr clm 
os, v Nat Prov Bank of England 
P 
onwoy v Haslet & m fj 
Wood v Lupton act 


Causes for Trial without Witnesses. 
In re Jackson Wikeley v Jackson 


act 
Smith v Hull Gen. Cemetery Co act 
ay > ee Empire Mutual Life 


In re Mortimer Griffith v Mortimer 


Fase Welton Woodley v Walton 
re Furness Iron ani Steel Co ld 

Hecline « Webb 

Craddock v 

Lee v Gower 

In re Sanderson a oe 

In re Holmes Holmes v 


a Bankld 

cakes vy W. adj smns 

In re Lewis Rees v Lewis 
Before Mr. yr 








Lord Braybrook v South Eastern Ry 
Co act 

Ruseell vy Hygienic and Sanitary Engi- 
neering Co act 

Tuxill v Shield act 

Raneson v Coe act 

Webster, Bart, v Davis act 

In re King, decd, King v Norris act 

G Hollings v Garrold, JA Hollings v 
Gearold act on claim and counter- 
claim 

Betts v Miller act and m f j 

Wright v Parish act 

Dunston v Neal act 

Seely v Neal act 

Farlow v pn rigged act 

Rhodes v 
Baker & Sony MN Inman act 

Nembhard v Patman act 

Saunders v Dence act 

In re Taylor, decd, Shaw v Taylor act 

Bassett v Davies act 

Easterbrook v L B Ot ghd act 

Houghton v oue 

Young v Barclay & Brand & anr act 

Attenborough v Harter & Son act 

In re A E Whitlock, decd, Whitlock v 
Whitlock act 

Easterbrook v Taff Vale Ry Co act 

Easterbrook v Gt Northern Ry Co act 

Easterbrook v N E Ry Co act 

Easterbrook vy Met Ry Co act 

Easterbrook v Gt Eastern Ry Co act 

Easterbrook v Met District Ry Co act 

Hughes v Nutt and anr (trading as 
E 8 Nutt & Co) act 

Collier vy Bertin act 


Non-witness Causes, Adj ae Sum- 
monses and § 
In _ re John Pole’s Metate ™ Jeteen v 
Pole adj smns pt hd 
In re Earl Wicklow’s Trusts adj sums 


pt hd 
an Stocker v Sheard act 
Wilson v Dodds 


i In reM Charlton’ Hetute Chariton v 


Charlton adj sumns (8 O by consent) 
Ardern v Sutton Sutton v Ardern claim 
and counter claim pt hd (S Oot 

amend) 

Warner v Jacob adj sums 

In re R Pattinson’s Estate Graham v 
Pattinson adj sums 

In re Weale's Trust Weale v Sadler 

adj sums 

In re Pearson, deod- Foster v Pearson 
act 


In re Hickley and Steward adj sums 


In're The Indian, K , and Sand- 
hurst Gold Mining © jd "adj sums 
lier v Jenner 


ne Jenner's Estate 


sums 
Jenner v Godden adj sums 
In re Barber & Robert’s Contract & V 
& P Act adj sums 
v Harris m f 


In re W R Wills’ Wills v 
Newey adj sum 
InreW WS s Estate Sprague 


v Hubbard sum 
Smith v Hurst adj sum 
yea A v Woodburne rb. sum & mta 


8 v 
‘ +t Ring state Roper 
Inre F 8 8 Tudor’s Estate Tudor v 
Tudor adj smns 


Sykes v Pleasance oo 

In re the Honduras Oriana Ry 
Cold adj smns 

In re Davies’s Trade Mark adj emns 

ert es Hollett v Hallett 


adj sm 
In re re Oxenham, decd Hanson v Put- 


In re J Pensam’s Estate Dyer v Pen- 
fam adj sumns 

In reR A Parker and ors adj sumns 

In re W Walsh's Trusts adj sumns 

In re W. Shepherd’s Will adj eumus 

oe Geo Brown, deod Brown v Hud- 


act 
lan e Martin Martin’s Estate Martin v Scott, 
In 4 ‘Lapeedive Estate Laycock v 
Moxon adj sumns 
In re Nicholson’s Discount Co 1d ad 
eumns (3) 
In re Cross’s Settlement Trusts Rich 
v Cross 


adj sumns (ord 56, r 3) 
Io 1 Geo Blagden, 
view -- > cl cemns é 





Scott v McClymont act 

Hinks v Hinks act 

In re Thos penal Estate Smith v 
Harris adj su 

Inre Aeunhile Pes fom Co (Collins’ case) 
adj sumns 

Fawcett v Summorsgill act 

In re - F H Pitt’s Settlement Lacy 


Stone adj sumns 

In re Chas Shaw’s Estate Buckley v 
Shaw adj sumns 

In re The Rector of St Benet and Com- 
missioners of Sewers ajj sumns 

In re The Churchwardens, &o of St 
aaa — Commissioners of Sewers 


eee v Poland Ps, sumas 
Nixon v Verry sp 
In reJ Patienve py Patience v Main 


act 
Pennell v Lord Brabourne m fj 
Roberts v Price spo 
Penon v Catfield m fj 
or whe yy Fish Exchange 1d (Hodge's 
Inne Ge Pai Fide a Solr, to review taxa- 

ion 
o re Dovala Pr Provident Gold Mining Co 
Warton v Rot Robinson act 
In re Foster, deo Etherington ¢v Foster 
act & m fj 

—_ v Fryer’ se Concrete Cold act & 


mot 
In re T J Clark’s Estate Clark y Clark 
rtificate 


1 ommoend Electric Light &o 

In re Ochler’s Application & T M Act 
adj smns 

In re Prew’s Estate PrewvPrew adj 


smns 

In re W Whitford dec Whitford v 
Blackford adj smns 

In re S J Rawlins’s Estate adj smns 

Peat v Latchford adj emns 

In re Holburne’s Rotate Coates vy Mac - 
killop adj smns 

Hughes v Searie mf j 

ough v Downs at &mf j 

Harrild v Dubois m fj j 

In re J M Chamberlein’s Estate New- 
son v Matthews adj smus 

Wise v Baker act 

Angerstein v Pound act 

a ee. The Agricultural & General 


Cold adj emns 
me ny Wood aa ae" 


In re G Bale’s Reta Lambarde v 
Battiscombe adj s 

In re Capital Gunmuane | Soc Elkins v 
Capital Guarantee Soc adj smns 

Mason v Mason m fj 

Attorney-Gen v Langham act 

In re Bellded Bellv Bell mfj 

a re L Tepes) Estate Glenister v 


Turner 

In re J Bebinson’s Will & Lands 
Clauses Act adj smns 

In eo MA & Thomas’s Estate 
Solicitor at Treasury v Attorney-Gen 


B Thompeon v Thompson adj smnus 

In re G. Bto Stokes’s Estate Harnett v 
Stokes adj smns 

In re Southampton Race Fund & 
Trustee Relief Act adj smns 

Inre SDC pry Sad Estate Gallenga 

v Schunk 

In re M Schack’ a a Estate Gallenga v 
Schunk adj smns 

In re D Kode’s Eatate Sanders yv 
Hobson (Crace’s claim) adj emns 

shepgers v Hovell adj smns 

In Pritchard’s Settlement Prit- 
chard v Gilbertson adj smns 

In re Paull adj smns 

Cardigan v Curzon Howe adj smns 
(No. 14) a a Ty v Curzon Howe 
adj smns 1) (repairs and im- 
provements 

s =* _ Merchant Taylors’ Co & The 

& Branch Act 


yr ty 
(upp of OR Ry 2 smns 
Scottish Provident In v Turner 


Fanshawe v Smith act & m fj 

Rous v Jackson act 

Vallance v Nouveau Mondes Co 
Nouveau Mondes Cov Vallance act 
& counter claim 

In re Rees dec Jones v Jeffries - act 

In re N Snowe Estate Stumm v 
Evans adj sm 

Spencer-Ball v The L& 8 W Ry Co 


adj 
KJ Walker v Walker (2) adj smns 
Pain v Eve act 
Treasure v Treasure 
{n re J 8 Ballard deo "rel Widow v 
Forester act 
Hooper v Mercer m fj 
Hartley v Senne ost m fj (short) 
Courage v 8 
Congreve v Bun art & oo act 
Campbell v Smith mf j 


Further Considerations. 
In re Smith, dec Smith v Pilcher fur 


con 
ae? ae Gene Po Feb 


6 
Raby Rolls fer con 
In re Sykes, dec Sykes v Sykes fur 


oon 

Colverson v Bloomfield far con 

es re Hoey, dec Hoey v Stancomb 
ur con 

In re Aldborouph H: nuiker,deo Hen- 
niker v Henniker far con 

In re Cartis, dec Rudd v Clark fur con 

In re Terry, dec Terry vy White fur 


con 

In re Lee, deo Thornton v Ball fur 
con 

In re Brown, dec Brown v Hughes 
far con 


am a ana Summons. ‘ 'e 
Carriage, v 
San Boule hy ay 0 


Before Mr. Justic Justice NORTH. 
Ogden v in act 


Gardner v ing aot 

United argc Cold v Hearder act 

—— v Life Assoc of Scotland act 
x hoy —_ ine ames 

anion v Thompson ac 

Hart v Purnell Purnell v Hart act 

Mayor, &c, of Swansea v Brenton act 
anning v Allen act 

Stewards and Co v Weston act 

Scotney v Lomer act and m fj 

Walter v Moore act 

Bolton v Mills Baplton¥ Bou 

Bourne v Skipp ag v ne act 

Whitestone v 

Heslop v Richmond ‘ont 

Chilton v Baylis act 

Phelips v 

Plantagenet-Harrieon v Hazell act 

Standard Discount Co ld v Brunton, 
Bourke &Co act 

Beauclerk vy Shaw act 

ailhe . Brooking act 

usen ¥ 

In re ? re Harvey, deod * ji v Lambert 
ac’ 

Walker v James act 

bee Silkstone and Haighmoor 
Coal Co Id andors act 

Taylor v East Barnet 

act Jan 20 


Transferred from Mr. Justice Pearson, 
— to order, dated 29th Deo., 


Reid v Reid act 
Tyson v Filinson act 
addell vy Tane act 
Barker vIrvine act 
penne th ot yl 
one Vv ac! 
cn v — a. nie 


Walker & Sone’y Garr & Bowe act 
Class v Marshall act 


act 
Baynes v Moreton Bros & Co act 
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~ Duran’ nister v H Further a British & F, Dae o Comestibles &o , 
Dubetio w eghend ect i. ~ aoa he v “id echen adj sum | Purcell v Jones fe Co & war —_ . v Same Co 
Browz v Gourand act In re Marseilles Extension Ry Co &o In re voy A aad v Batty fc (aot waa a ag & Co & Cu’s 
lags) yg eal adj sum («pin of J H Smallpage) Gordon v Bremwell fc Winby v Cardiff & Tramways Co 


Courage v Baker act 

Colley v Baker act 

Black v oe Portugueza Navi- 
gacio & o 

Stevens v Coles act 

Potter v Potter act 

Francis Canal Steam Towage Co v 
Powis act 

Samson v Wilson act 

Brown v Cottrill aot 

Houss Property &e Co v Richards act 

Sheffield &c Soc v Earl of Jersey act 

——— & ors v Glaurhyd Tin Plate Co 


d 
Barnett & Foster v Barrett’s Screw 
Stopper &o Co act 
Caspar v Goggs act 
Sorsets v wage act 
assey v Carr we 
Kerr v ope Pe 
Andrews v Gt Eastern Ry Co act 
Soden v Ranson act 
Banfield v Ricketts act 
Whiteman vy Day act 
Bull v Malta Ry Co, lmd act 
Hardcastle v Proctor act 
Ferguson v Peter Dixon & Sons, lmd 


act 
Ferguson v Carlisle City, &c, Banking 
Co act 


Otto v Steel act 
Short v Parker act 
In re Fitton, Fitton v Padwick act 
Holmes’s Marine Life, &o, Assurance, 
> _ oi py act 
uckland v ve act 
Samuel v Aes gaol 
Attorney-Genenal v Finchley Local Bd 


Spaffoth v Seckham act 
In re Burder, Stainton vy Burder act 
In re Bourne, Edwards v Travell act 
Tonkin v Hughes act 
Earl of Gainsborough v Watcombe 
pene &o, Co act 
g v Earl of se ga ty oo act 
Lawrence v Perry & Co, lmd 
Jude v Hanbury act 
Williams v Sects Glo, &, Co act 
Andrews v Lichfield act 
The Edison, &c, Co v Woodhouse act 
Fowke v Draycott act 
Law v Roberts act 
Nottingham, &, Co v Mellor & Sons, 
Imd_ act 
In re Johnson, Wagg v Shand act 
— v Preston, Preston v Simkins 


Pete v Bothene aot 

Scott v Pape 

Newbould v Pcmith eo 

In re Risdon, Risdon - . Risdon act 
In re East, East v Barrow act 


Before Mr, Justice PEARSON. 
Walker v Maughan act 
In re Coussens Coussens v Coussens 
m fj & adj sums 
In re Turnbull Turnbull vy Turnbull 
80 
In re Evans, Evans v Daires 
Wright v Little act 
gy" = Nicholson v Kirk act & 


Clennell vClennell m fj 

Sneyd v Sneyd act 

Burnaby v Equitable &c. Society act 
Miles v Gard act and mf j 

Todd v Fryer adj sumas 

Houston vy Marquis of Sligo point of 


law 
In re > Evens Hughes v Austen-Leigh 
adj sumns 
Bayly v White act 
Wilson v Barnes act 
In re Browne Bell y Browne adj sum 
Watson v Young adj sum 
Darsie v Elkins m fj 
Mottershead vy Webster adj sum 
ang Simmons v Van Biene 


act 


ts ro Gt D’Bresby Mining Co ld adj 


eeul's Chie adj sum 

In ae ae Adderley Adderley v Douglas 
Tass Onels Chase v Brandreth adj 
sum 





In re Same (appla of Messrs Brandon) 
sum 
InreSnodin Shipman v Snodin adj 
emns 
In re meitend McMahon v McMahon 


Tn re Smith Wingate v Young 
= Wiener Gordon v Wiener adj 


tare 8 — Stephens v Stephens 


Sirickined v Weldon 
Sutherland v L & S W 
In re Hart Hart v H 


smn 
In re Chessell Morfell v Harper sp co 
ps Bottom v Gooddy adj 


Barber vYL&NWRE Aad ays 
In re Young 


In re op By ey: v Coal adj 


In re P re Payne Aston y Payne adj smns 
par Fae Langdon v Thomas adj 


In a —_ ar Trevelyan v Trevelyan 


emns 
In re Digby Digby v Rose adj emns 
In re Clarke Ennion v Clarke adj amns 
In re Betts & § L Act adj smus 

In re Lee Lee v ouse adj emne 
In re Weston Salmon v Hall adj smns 


in Beem France v Hammon adj 


Delves v.N adj emns 
“la toke v Attorney-Gen 


Ine | Wall Durham v Barneby adj 


in so Biches Smith v Rose adj smns 
Ia reNash Nash v Nash adj smns 
In re Thomas Thomasy Thomas adj 


Hounstoun v Marquis of Sligo juris- 
diction &o 

In re Wilson cae v Wilson act 

Haywood v Silber 

In re Hudson Hudeon v Creed adjd 
sumnes 

Harvey v Harvey adjd sumns 

United Telegraph Co v Besonno (1884 

—357) act wits 


emne 
y Co act 
ernandes 


United Telegngh Co v Bassano (1884 
—U.—358) act 


Sole v Bankg Cold act 
In re Morris Buckwill v Morris adjd 


smns 

In re Cooper Cooper v Cooper adjd 
smns 

In re Habgood Cummings v Cummings 
adjd smas 

oe oe Savage v Savage afjd 


tev re : Bird Bennett v Holmes adjd 
smns 

Loder v adjd smns 

Adams v Adams adjd smns 

Jones v Hoekin adjd smns 

Steers v Watkins adjd smus 

In re Hamer Hamer v Hamer adjd 


smns 
Crisp v Beadon act 
In re Morgan Fielder v Shepherd adjd 


emns 
Hardman v Child act 
In re Elton Elton v Elton adjd smn; 
In re Stafford v Stafford adjd 


smns 
In am Causer Ridley v Crane adjd 


non ied In re Allford Allford v 
Allford ae 
Noad v Leir 
In re Drake to Coli & V &P Act adj 


In po Eéieelie Woodhouse v Walton 
adj smns 
Tr Bevir v Tweedie adj 


“y re ve Gant Western Forest of Dean 
Coal &c Co adj smns 
In re Wilson Alexander v Calder adj 


smns 
Turcer v Wavish act 
In re Paul | Major ¥ Pea act 





Walker v Elmatie 





In re Moore Moore v Johnson f o and 
two sums 

Harris v Nash fo 

In re Blackwell Bridgman v Blackwell 


fo 
fa ve Maney Mathews v A 
In re Eaton Eaton v Eaton “te obnt) 
In re Shaw Byrne v Green fo 





ys 
Badeley v Consolidated Bank id & ors 
Douset v an 
In re Rookia ams Vv 
In ro Chester Unity So Soo & Co's 








In re Adams, Porteous v Smith fc In re Machen v Machen 
Neats v Restell fe Ia re New North shire & Co 
Tot v Swansea Zino &o Co 
Adjourned — In reGibson Gibson v Natt 
Class In re Williams Dew v Dew 
Boswell v ——— (expte pits Wiliams v Nanty Glo &o Co ld 
Same v (expte deft C J Buoyon) | In re Weaver v Weaver 
Same v In re Harrison Set Ohya os 4 
Trott y Buchanan In re Lumley to M V & PyAct 
Leen Sond Pyall & V & P Act 1874 
Laurence: v P Werner v Batwell 
Same v Same Iu re Mans:l1 Rhodes v Jenkins 
Colvin v Lindsey 
SUMMARY. 
1.—V.C. Bacon—Actions with and without Witnesses. . ee eo 189 
Adjourned Summonses.. ee oe ee ee 21 
Further i “eo ee ee ee es 5 165 
2.—Mr. Justice Kay—Witness Actions .. ee oo be eo 
yeh hee 5 Anand te ee ee *e a 
3.—Mr. Justice Currry— Witness Actions ee 88 
Non- Witness Actions including Sammonees 116 
Further Considerations and Procedure Sums 12 ots 
Hy .— ; ie Goeee— wae Actions.. ee ee ee oe I31 
—Mr. EARSON— Witness ‘Actions 
, ” 7 Non- Witness Actions & Sums 2& 3) 
Adjourned Summonses (Class 4) .. - 2 
Further a es 7 ll 
— 160 
Total Causes and Matters for Hearing in the Chancery Division .. 779 
COMPANIES. 
WINDING-UP NOTICES, 
Jorvt Stock ComPanrgs. 
In - 
,. LImtrep.—Petition for winding 
sented Dec 18, ee eee Pearson, J., Saturday, Jan 17. 
King’s citor itioners 
° .—Petition for win eevensed Sunt, dius directed 
“ete u ts Hai ont owe Oi re 


Lerrts, SON, AND Co., LIMITED.— 
to be heard before Pearson, J., 


SS ee 


. 
M. AND Co. AND 
by pe: & for, continuing the J., on Jan 17. nding wp, and Co 


titioner 


on Jan 17. 


eee h tags Si 


and Uo, Hood inne, ‘policitors 


up, —e "2h. directed 


, solicitors for the 





Mrxina Company, Lumren.—Petition for winding up, 

Soot ened Se to be heard before Chitty, J on Savurday, Jan 1.” and 
Rn Th Byhate Sommer, Luarep.—Petition for wind- 
ing up, presented Jan 1 directed to be heard betore Chitty, J on Saturday, 
Jan 17. Davidson and Morriss, Queen Victoria st, solicitors the petitioner 
ANGLO-MALTESE HYDRAULIC Comtpane, are 

on or before Mar 2, to "es yen. and the the partiodars a 
oo ee oh or clidan, $0 tes Asatowts Gane, 0 J - nee, 
Oe a Ny fee Fj 
New Norra AND : wy. 
has by an order, dated A fe ted Threlkeld Edwards, 66; 

to official | or before Feb 14, to 

sen treaaees D particulars of Cue to 
the above, fussday, Feb Feb 24, at 1, ts appointed for hearing and 

— ( Gasetie, Jan. 13.) 


County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 


OCT RIZED ast ORANORRS. 


Winn Laks SIDE —Petition for winding Up preseused 
eard befo Fox Bristowe, at 

Courts, Serangoways, Manchester, on Monday, yan. reeks 

Furness, soli Y for the petitioners oegsit 

Vice-Chancellor has Patemme atten 

Tulketh st, be 

gr before Feb 3, to sand the their names a os 

Grommet Spence 
he ete rorshiatre 
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Frrenpty Socretrzes Disso.vep. 
S1cx anp Burtt Society, New Inn, Whitworth, Rochdale, Lapeester. Faw { 7 
, Jan 
FENNY ey FRIENDLY Socrery, Bull Inn, High st, Fenny Stratford, 


° ¢ ' Gazette, Jan. 13.) 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER “22 & 23 = CAP, 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM 
ADLERCRON, GEORGE RoTHE LADEVEZF, Moyglare, Meath, Esq. Feb7. Murray 
and Co, Birchin lane 
MAcINTOSH, Bassett rd, Notting hill, Esq. March 31, Johnson and Co, 
Austin 


eit GREEN, Kingston upon Hull, Public Accountant. March 2. 
Cygeme. em Batuurst, Bath, a Major in Her Majesty’s Army. Feb 2. 
Henry Cotz, Kingston upon Hull, Fishing Smack Owner. March 2. 


See eideente, Westinnt Rasen, Lincoln, Timber Merchant. Feb 16. Rhodes, 


SN Rasen 
Foster. LaMBERT BLACKWELL, Bournemouth, Esq. Jan 31. Crowder and Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
Gett, EtEanor, Kingston upon Hull. March 2. Thorney, Hull 
a Calder Abbey, y Cumbetined. March 1. Waugh and Musgrave, 
J EpwakpD, Bristol, Timber Merchant. Jan 17. Robinson, Birmingham 
Enrbar Eins Helo! Heat’ isksogham, Feb it” Paiston Bisnsht 
eath, nr e 
"Evizasera, Aigburth. ,nr Liverpool. Feb3. bp = kek in B in, Northwich 
PaxkENHAM, To ke ted Lion ad Tamatave, Island of Madagascar, Esq. April 1. 
Pare Many Ais ‘Ann, Fulbourn, Cambridge. Jan 31. Lyon, Cambrid 
Prex, Wiiilax, Farebam, a Postmaster. Feb 5. Kelsall, Fareham 
me ok ted paaeylle pen 
Rice, SaRaH, ine, Hanex, Ps A 1. Marshall, East 


Mary Dalston. Feb 9. epee Whitechapel rd 
Waa, See AN ay Northumberland, Farmer. Feb 20. ckin- 
son 


Wi: ) ba ie Hull, B h Tr Jan 31. 
TrTy, ARD HEAD: Oro’ easurer. Jan 
Wilson and Sons, H ” 

| Gazette, Jan. 2.) 


Atmack, Henry, Fawley Restory, Buckingham, Doctor of Divinty. Feb 20. 
P47 and Son, Henley on 
Gent. Jan 20. e and Muller, Bruton 


agp | AS 
Anatase, OHN SMITH, Huddersfield, Gent. 10. Sykes and Son, 
ey Tuomas, Birmingham, Eating }fouse Keeper. Mayi. Coleman and 
BEwson, BENJAMIN WIILIAM, St Leonard’s terr, Chelsea, Gent. Feb 5. Emanuel 
and bury circus 
BIRkivsHAw, JEssE, Wakefield, York, Butcher. Feb 14. Barratt and Senior, 
«G2, Bim Wr, Saltley, nr Birmingham, Contractor. Feb 28. Coleman and 
Chandos Covent Coachmak: Feb 28. 
Ogeemar, Cue Basen, st, gdn, er. Fe 
Doxpson, LEONARD, Btamfordham, Northumberland, Farmer. Feb 1. Baty, 
E1us, ELIZABETH, Brighton. Feb28. Stevens and Son, Brighton 
E111, Janz, Newton, nr Wakefield. Feb13. Barratt ~ Tae Wakefield 
Pauwcer, don, Great Stanmore, Plumber. March1. Wakeford and Co, Russell sq 
Fisuer, Louisa, Stanhope st, Hyde pk. Feb 9. Mackeson and Co, Lincoln’s — 
= Wui1aM, Stoke upon Trent, Linen Draper. Feb 18. Ashwell, Stoke 


Gatmn, Saran, Chichester. Jan22. Nodderand Ga’ 
GouLp, Mary Fat Lansdowne rd, East he lige heb , Wilberforce 


st, Canning 
GovuRsavLT, Raovut CHARLEs HENRI, nis de, 
France. Feb 7. Wilson and Son, Basinghall = estes de Foudettes, 


Bo ng tN At — 5 South Kensington, Esq. Feb 14. 
HapDwWEn, SIpney, Balblair, Su Esq. Jan 22, Symonds, Ripponden, nr 
‘00D, Datchet, Buckingham, Esq. Feb 2. 
Musician. Feb 14. Flewker and Page, 
Magy LYAtt, Torpoint, Cornwall. March 2. Sole and Gill, 
Hoeay, ‘ABD AUGUSTINE, Liverpool, Dock Master. Feb 7. Gardner and 
a super Mare. Jan 31. Smith and Son, Weston super 
a eg Fe e 19. pe. Sake ond 26Rs, » Derby 

EEVES, JAMES, Scarboro’, Feb 28. Taylor, Bhoftia 
ENMEMS, JOSEPH, Stratford on | Avon, Gent, a 23 ‘eb 28. Coleman and Co, Birming- 
rit DMA, Sandringhan 7d, Kingsian pirminghen. We Feb 16. Maken Tie 
pBasinghall sn Dantzic, in Prussia, Clerk. March 2. Downing, 
a = oes Jame, Hampstead rl, Mantle Maker. Feb 20. Nicholls, 
Powsd, Hasuy Honto, Boldmere, Warwick, Care Mocioee” Beater tio. 


pin snd Co, Birmingham 
Roperts, Grace, Becced, Lianrhaiadr, Denbigh. April 1. Lioyd and pdt 


a iisineer Kettering Northampton, Esq. March 31. Lamb and 
SIVELL, 


France. March 1. iaemeen and Co, Austin friars 
Sammie, Pmomas Bast ladle oven akin > Broker. March 1. Johnson and Co, 
CLAUDE W: Stoke a - 
ITLIAM, upon Trent, Tile Manufacturer. Feb 18. Ash 


ey 9 Ostrich Feather Manufacturer. Feb 7. Wilson 


Halifax 
ms el JoserH Henry Harw 
Robinson and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Hgyyanp, Hesry, Wolverhampton, 


Hi1yaz, 





TOWNSHEND, Wit114AM TROTMAN, Milton next Gravesend, Gent. Febi. Free- 
man and Co, Brighton 
(Gazette. Jan. 6.) 


ALLEN, Harry READ, Halesworth, Suffolk, Solicitor. Feb 7. Allen and Tuck, 


Halesworth 
SS _ oo } ed FB pa wn - Martin's lane, Cannon st ‘i 
ILLIAM, yns, orne. urch, Essex, F: March 2, 
Blewitt and Tyler, Gracechurch st 
BREEZE, WILLIAM, Runhall, Norfolk, Farmer. Feb 16. Culley, Norwich 
BRooxES, Wri RicHaED, Smeth: wick, Stafford, Sheet Iron Manufacturer. 


March 1. Fowke and Son, 
eg THOMAS ATKINSON, eld, Gent. Feb Bramley, Sheffield 


20. 
Lancaster, Gent. April10. Buck wea Co, Preston 
Ducacxos, JESSIE CRAWFORD, Chislehurst, Kent. Feb 9. Salt and Parnell, 


—— am Trowbridge, Wilts, Esq. Feb 28. Russell and Co, Old 
a JoHN, Grasmere, Westmorland, Gent. March 2. Harrison and Milne, 
Hare, Harriet, Newmarket, Cambri Feb28. Vant, Leadenhall st 

nnn, Be ALICE, Blackwood, Stac! ee Mn mg Beerseller. Feb 10. 
Hayp , Witla, Widdington, Essex, Farmer. March 7. Wade and Lyall, 


St Helen’s 
Heveouen bisa, Wakefield. Jan 81, Lister, Wakefield 
Horacxs, SincHon, Lydney, Gloucester, Colliery Proprietor. Jan 19. Maule, 
‘ern 


N 
we Fe, Belington st, New Cross, Medical Assistant. March 1. 


Chancery 
Kemp, GroncE, Ald Aldershot, B , Builder, aM. 14. Foster, Aldershot 
Lams, J ham, Esq. "Feb 15. Dees and Thomp- 
son, Newoastle up upon oe 
LEADBEATER, k, Cloth Dresser. Feb7. Curry, Cleckheaton 


Leppaa, ELtan RS ~ Jefferys, Avenue rd, Acto: 
Lspons, burn, Piya Cleved -™® Somerset Feb 28, Gwynn and Guynn, Bristol 
— WALTER; Sheftield, Gent. Feb 24. Busdckin and Co, Sheffield 


tn Sere Feb 24. Burdekin and Co, Sheffield 
QUIGLEY, MicHakEL, Manchester, Hotel Manager. March7. Edmondson, Man- 
a? Streatham Hill, Surrey, Metal Broker. Feb 2%. 


SHARP, ‘Hs0N, Halitax, Innkeeper. Feb7. Boocock, Halifax 
SwinEy, Marra ARABELLA, Warwick sq, South Belgravia. Feb 20. Harris 


Coleman st 
Gayton rd, Hampstead, Gent. Feb 15. Beal and De Soyres, 





Wake, ROBERT. 


Regent st, Waterloo pl 
EBSTER, WittiaM ROBERT Watson, Willingham, Lincoln, Febi0. Tweedand 
Co, Lincoln 


[ Gazette, Jan. 9.] 





seen daa OF ig meg WEEK. 


Jan. 20.— Messrs FARMER, & BRIDGEWATE at the Mart, ut 
en Frechoid Pr i Property | {ges nd Baines oath bonne Jan. 8, p. 4, and Jan. 10, p. 4). 
Jan. 22.-M. Ns, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., ae ac (see adver- 
J ments Jan Sp. 6. + Amwell-street, at 1 Furniture, &c, (see ad 
an. a we a m. Cc, (see adver- 
tisement this week, p. 4). —— 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 


Bayer —Jan. 10, at 2, street, Hyde-park, W., the wife of Edmond 
-at-law, of ason. 


cory. daa 8, at 14, Sumner-place, the wife of R. Wallis Cory, barrister-at-law, 


— —Jan. oh rot Lupus-street, S.W., the wife of Athelstan Braxton Hicks, 
— of a son. 
Swan. in 11, at 224, Camberwell New-road, the wife of Edgar A. Swan, 


solicitor, of a son. 
Par ogee 
SwirT—O.tprorp.—Jan. 8, at Dewsbury, John Oakden Swift, of St. Helens, 
solicitor, to M: Adelaide, daughter of the late George Oldroyd, of Stone- 
hyrst, near Dews Dewsbury. 
DEATHS. 
DEEDEs.—Jan. e at 26,, Chapel-street, 8.W. John Deedes, Bencher of the Inner 


Temple, 
Dever. —Jan. 9, at 21, Fi iolun cf the High Gun William Barker Drury, Re 
gistrar of the Chancery Division of the h Court of Justice in Ireland, d, aged 72. 








LONDON GAZETTES 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Fray, ray 9, 1885. 
Bennett, John, Liverpool, General Merchant. Jan 9 


THE BANEKRUPTOY ACT, 1883, 
TUESDAY, Jan. oO 1885, 


-_. 
Atkins, Francis J Stratford ord Market, ©. Merchant. High Court. Pet 
fet Pete Gatien Many tate BoE tan, tad 
pe =. | Court. Pet Jan7 mpe, fadert,, Tulse, ill, Brixton, Good 
- 
Horatio William, West B: hom, Agent, Barnet. Pet Jan5. Ord Jan 
B uicher Wilkins Maswell, W 4, Engg Factor. High Court. Pet 
¥ 
6.’ Ord Jan 6, set Porat 2 in’s inn fields 
eae 5. xam Jan 36 ndertaker. Wolverhampton. Pet Jan 5. 
4 Jon Builder. wpa Oa Pet Jan 7. Ord 
an 
a townhall, Ne 


Creeth, Henry, Newport, I. 
Jan 7. Exarh Feb 4 at 10 at 


Croft, Marmaduke, — . Bradford. Pet Dec 23. Ord 
Jon5, Exam Jan 20 at 12 
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Ouckson, Thomas John, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler. Sheffield. Pet Jan 3, 
OrdJan5. Exam Jan 29 at 11.30 
Thomas, Porth, nr “pce organshire, Tailor. Pontypridd. 


Draper. Bristol. Pet Jané6. OrdJané6. Exam 





Oct 20. 
Drake, Joseph, Liversedge, Yorkshire, Mason. Dewsbury. Pet Jané6. Ord Jan 


Goolden, Charles, Black ae Destgeee, — and Colour Merchant. Green- 
hh oe pan Newb Berkshire, Gen , bury. Pet Dec 
i ler, New ew 'e 
16. Ord Jan 5, Exat Feb 11 62 
Gra: y, George, Sheffield, Potato Merchant. Sheffield. Pet Jan5. Ord Jan5. Exam 


Jan 29 at 11.30 
Walsall, Staffordshire, Hardware Factor. Walsall. Pet Jan5. Ord 


Hadley, Eli, 
Boies ey Gruste Freid Cambridge rd Sottngten, Teacher 
. vus erman, ge rd, 
of Musi , Surrey. PetJan2. OrdJan3, Exam Jan 
Itter, Alfred John, Victoria rd, Live 1 rd, Lay High aly * Pet Jan 5. 
Ord Jan 5. Exam Feb 13 at pss coln’s inn 
Jones, Richard Edward, Plas In ca, Lian arnfawr, of no occu- 


aGentiganshire, 
— Aberystwith. Pet Jan 3 2, OrdJan2. Exam Jan 22 at 12.30 
Lap jun, Bradford, Painter. Bradford. Pet Jan 7. Ord Jan7. 
xam Jan 23 at 12 


Marriott, John Siopin, Far ston, Yortengtnstitive, Coal Merchant. North- 
ampton. Pet Jan 6 an6. Exam Fe 
Mid eton, J Soha, Westbromwich Staff -- reas Licensed Victualler. Oldbury. 


Pet Dec 3: Exam Jan 
Nevison, Robert South _Stoc Durham, Lng plete on Tees and 


Middlesboroug) h. Pet Jan 7. Exam J 
Purse. Clement, 8 — Yorkshire, “Builder. Shettield. Pet Jan6. Ord Jan 
Exam Jan 29 
Parrish, J ome Reda Iron Safe Manufacturer. pic Court. Pet Jan 6. 


Feb 12 = 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Paullg, Ones .Fur Merchant. High Court. Pet Jan7. Ord Jan 

rae 19 at 11 at 34, ‘Lincoln’s inn fields 

Purdy, 5 aa Peenes, Gt Yarmouth, Gt Yarmouth. 
Ord Jan Yarmou 

te, Warehouseman’s Clerk. High 


Fishin 
4 5 Feb 9 at 2.30 at 
Reddall& Stratford William, North hill, Highgate. 
Court’ Pet Jan6. Ord Jan6. Exam Feb 12 at 11 at 4, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Rogers, Henry Charles, panaengen, Grocer. Southampton. Pet Jané6. Ord 
ané6, Exam Jan 20 at 1 
Scott, John, ts ohne "Yorkshire putioer. |S Stockton on Tees and Middles- 


borough. Pet Jan5,. Ord 
Serjeant, Peter = lang. Bournemouth, Hampshire. chire, Dealer in Berlin Wools. Poole. 


Pet Jan 5. Jan 5. Exam Jan 20 at 2 at Town Poole 

Shaw, Scaife, pes Wholesale Chair Manufacturer. . Pet Jan 7. Ord 
Jan7. Exam Jan 20 at 11 

Shep: , Henry Francis, Kentish Town rd, Builder. High Court. Pet Jan 6. 


Ord Jan 6. Eam Feb 17 at 11, at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Smith, Arthur, Albany rd, Camberwell, Builder. High Court. Pet Jané6. Ord 
Jan 6. Exam Feb 17 at 11 at 34, Lincoin’s inn fields 

Sepith, Gs Goorge, Nottingham, Ironmonger. Nottingham. Pet Jan6. Ord Jan 6. 


Street, Baaruel John, + 7 ori Shipowner. Southampton. Pet Jan7. Ord 
Janj7, Exam Jan 20 a 
Tyler, zeaeeae, Shetficla, aR Sheffield. Pet Jan 2. Ord Jan5. Exam Jan 
22 at 11. 
Wood, ‘te Henry, Golcar, nr Huddersfield, Joiner. Huddersfield. Pet Jan 
5. OrdJanS. Exam Jan 23 at 10 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED 
Richardson, James, 150, Leadenhall st, "Roce High Court. Ord May 19. 
Rescind Jan 6 


First MEETINGS 

Brown, Charles Fleming, Lakeside, Colton, Laucashire, Hotel Proprietor. Jan 
16 at 2.30 at Station Hotel, Carnforth 

Careless, Clara, Wolverhampton, | Coffin Maker. Jan 19 at 5. Official Receiver, 
St Peter’s close, Wolver 

Creeth, preney, Newport, I, we “Builder. Jan 21 at 11. Official Receiver, New- 

ort, 

Cuckson, Thomas John, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler. Jan19at12. Official Re- 
ceiver, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Davies, Thomas, Porth, nur pomsyeetaa, Glamorganshire, Tailor. Jan 19 at 3. 
Official Receiver, Merthyr Ty 

Drake, Joseph, Liversedge. Yorkshire, Mason. Jan 20 at 3. Official Receiver, 
Bank chbrs, Batley 

W. William James sent, Fenchurch st, Wine Merchant. Jan 22 at 11 at 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Gilder, Frederick Henry, L aeeememnied lane, Merchant’s Clerk. Jan 22 at1 at 


33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
Gray, George, Sheffield, Potato Merchant. Jan19at 1. Official Receiver, Fig- 
Jan 19 at 11. Official 


tree lane, Sheffie 
Hadley, pt Walsall, Staffordshire, Hardware Factor. 
Hall, Renault St John, Stanley terr, Teddington. Jan 16 at 10.45 at 28 and 29, St 
e 
Jones, William John, Chippenham rd, Harrow rd, Baker. Jan 20 at 12 at 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Jones, wean Solomon, Liverpool, Slate Merchant. Jan 16 at 11 at Royal Hotel, 


Carnarv: 

Leatteler, ‘Albert, Bishopsgate st Without, Bootmaker. Jan 22 at2. 33, Carey 
st, co! 

wee ee, Workington, Cumberland, Grocer. Jan 17 at 12. 67, Duke st, 


Middleton, John, West Bromwich, Staffordshire, Licensed Victualler. Jan 16 at 
10,80. Court urt House, Oldbury 
Nevison, Robert, South Stockton, Durham, Tailor. Jan 19 at12, Official Re- 


ceiver, 8, — rd, Middlesborough 
Northrop, Isaac, Bradford, Worsted Coating Manufacturer. Jan 16 at3. Law 
ouustitite, tee dilly, Bradford 
Neill, Thomas, Moo: ccapete st, Hosier. Jan 20at11. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Pa 1 aeneanad Sh , Builder, Jan 19at38. Official Receiver, Figtree lane, 


Rogers, Henry Chasive, Southampton, Grocer. Jan 19 at2. Official Receiver, 4, 
East st, Southampto 
een J ohn, ow Norfolk st, Veneer Cutter. Jan 20 at1. 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 
Scott, John, Guisborough, Yorkshire, Butcher. Jan 19at11. Official Receiver, 
8, Al rd, Ly ang te 
& Bournemonth, Hampshire, Dealer in Berlin Wools. Jan 
eceiver, Salis 


Serjeant, Peter Lan 
19 ad ae” 30. — ang’ A 
Stew, Ret Leeds, Wholesale Chair Manufacturer. Jan 19at11. Official Re- 
ceiver, 22 Bark row, Leeds 
Simkins, Henry, Friars st, Blackfriars, Grocer. Jan 22 at 11, 88, Carey st, 
Lincoln's inn Oficial 


Spurgeon, William, Heigham, Norfolk, Woollen Draper. Jan 16 at 1. 
Receiver, Norwi ich 








Street, Samuel John, Southampton, Ship Owner. Jan 19 at 3. OMictal Receiver, 
East st, Southampton 
eal Ae een Cette oh tno cemeetn Jan 19 at 11. 


Francis, Charing 1k Crom, Linsnaed Victualler. Jan 20 ati12. Bankruptcy 
ae Jan 19 at 11. Official Receiver, Figtree lane, 


Williams, John, Maesteg, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Jan 16 at 3. Official Re- 
Sflamnec, yh = Charterhouse st, Coffee H: Keeper. 
Wood, G yt Gconse ftenry, Leymo 7a, Solear, Hi nat J saadieaede 
oor, 
a Reesiver, New nr Huddersfield, Joiner. Jan 19 at 11 


Woodward, Fai Hey Conlit Gee Jan 16 at 12, Official Receiver, 2, Bute 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Aatverth, Joh, Dace, Lanendhien, Ghascheeker, Oldham. Pet Dec15. Ord 


Atiine, Frencis Jemes, Gtentiied Market, Coal Mauhent. High Court. Pet 
Bachan, Horatio William, Brighton, Sussex, Agent. Barnet. Pet Jan5. Ord 


Beer, Margaret, Huddersfield, Milliner. Huddersfield. Pet 

Bickerton, Ralph, Roxburgh, ‘Alnwick, Northumberland, Agrioultaral Bngineer. 
Bradb Wi @! Der 

and Stalybridge. PetDee is. Ont Jan fe hen BIT 
Byywa. Henry Jam pe, Outeien, ge Cueet Yarmouth, Fishing Boat Owner. Great 


th. PetJani. ¢ 

me , Oxford, Butcher. Oxford. Pet Deci1. Ord Jan 5 

Creeth, Hicury, Newport Isle of Wight, Builder. Newport and Ryde. Pet Jan 
owther, Davi Murgatroyd Crowther, Elland, Yorkshire, Joiners. 

alifax. i Ord Jan 5 ° 

— William, Liverpool, Produce Broker. Liverpool. Pet Dec 19. Ord 


Drake, J Liversedge, Yorkshire, Mason. Dews! 4 Fut Sem, Ord Jan 6 

a da ohn, Hampstead rd, Parquet Floor Man’ High Court. 
ov 

Greenwood, Thomas, Halifax, Hotel Proprietor. Halifax. Pet Dec 30. Ord 





Jan 6 
Heywood, Kershaw, Heywood, Lancashire, Engine Packing Manufacturer. 
Bolton. Pet Deo 22 Ord Jan's ~~ 
Jones, Dente, 4 th, Cardiganshire, Tailor. Aberystwith. Pet Dec 16. 
Jones, Richard Ed Plas In: am, Lienbetorntes Cardiganshire, of 
mew gy ae Fe) Ord Jan ‘ paladios 
erpool, Slate Merchant. Bangor. Pet Dec 12. 


Jones, - William Solomon, Liv 
awe, James Charles, Abingdon, Berkshire, Bootmaker. Oxford. Pet Dec 6. 


an 
Melon, William, Workington, Cumberland, Grocer. Cockerm rkiag- 

ton.” Pet Dec 30. Ord Jan 5 ~ piper tet 
Merton, ‘Washington, Ripley, Derbyshire, Tailor. Derby, Pet July 11. Ord 


Meee, William, Manchester, Cabinet Maker. Salford. Pet Nov 20. Ord 


N qviem. Robes, fou Stockton, Tailor. Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough 
et Jan7. Ord Jan7 
Nertigen, I= nae, Bradford, Worsted Coating Manufacturer. Bradford. Pet Jan 


erie. James, Goswell rd, St Luke’s, Iron Safe Manufacturer. High Court. 
an 
Pease, James, poem, Gloucestershire, Colliery Manager. Gloucester. Pet 


11. 
Poppleton, eagles, Walsall, Staffordshire, Licensed Victualler. Walsal'. Pet 
Rye, ~The High st, Stratford, Foreman Baker. High Court. Pet 
Reddall, Stratford William, North hill, Highgate, Warehouseman’s Clerk. High 
Court, Pet Jané. OrdJdané : 
Scott, John, Guis' Yorkshire, Butcher. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
borough. Pet Jan 5. rd Jan 5 
Shep =“, Henry Francis, Kentish Town rd, Builder. High Court. Pet Jan 6. 
ny ‘eens South Shields, Builder. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Dec 1. Ord 
sinith, “am, Nottingham, Ironm Pet Jan 6. Ord Jan7 
Sli, GH Camm ani Eiatel Wralkag Pmousy WinclwrigSt as 
Stonehouse. Pet Dec ao Ord J: 
Williams, ohn, Maesteg, G han en Grocer. Cardiff. Pet Des 1*. Ord 
TUEsDAY, Jan. 13, 1885. 
RDERS. 
Ainsworth, Atmesten, Wien, Sea, Wigan. Pet Jan 8. Ord Jan8s. Exam 


Jan 22 at 
Adin, Charles, powtein, ¢ eagecian, Draper. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet Jan 


° Ord Jané6, 
Bathew, William, sate, ‘Staffordshire, Cattle Dealer. Burton on Trent. Pet 
pinon Ord Jan 9, Exam Jan 21 at 1.30 a. 
ndon, Jaco’ Oestie alls Whitechapel, Dealer in Foreign Pickles. 
Court. Pet Jan 9. Cnet Ten Yo. amg ed FN aR ay | 
m, William, Crewe, Cheshire, Grocer. and Crewe. Pet Jan 
Ord Jan 10. Exam Feb 17 at 11.30 or ontwaa 
Blair, Gustavus Frederic, in L Samay Retired List. 
heltenham. Pet Jan10. Ord Jan 10, Exam Jan 
Brookes, Spomes, Booneyente, Preston, Innkeeper. Preston. Pet Jan10. Ord 
Jan 10. Exam 
Cowell, Geo: Whi Canterbury, Veterinary Surgeon. Canterbury. Pet 
Jan 10. Ord Jan 10. exam J : 
Om, : com, = Bath, Licensed Victualler. Bath. Pet Jan 9. Ord Jan 10. Exam 
De Wolf, Soba 8S, and Co, Li M Liverpool. Pet Jans Ord 
Jan 10. m Jan 22 at 11 at Court house, Li 
a Thcrganby, Yorkshire, Carrier. York. Pet Jan 9. Ord Jan 9. 


Exam Jan 
Locke, Hannah Upper Gloucester ah, 08 38 
Nov 17. ord Jan 10. Exam Feb 13 at 11 at 94, 
aon 7 William, South Shields, lor. 
10. Spano 10. ty TS 
Mercer, Francis Geo: wentey. 
Northampton. Pet oe Ord Jan 10, 
Miademe, William, Waterloo, Blyth, North ubeemnd, Builder. Newcastle 
e. PetJans. OrdJan8& Exam Ji 
Midel y, James, Halifax. Halifax. Pet Dee st. a ae. gy 
Owen, Griff! Penmaenmawr, Carnarvonshire, General Draper. Bangor. 
Exam Jan 26 at 12.30 


Seo avon eae y we 


Widow. High Court. Pet 
"s-inniielits 
Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Jan 


Northamptonshi Assistant Engineer. 
Exam roa” 
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High Court. Pet 
Bie ee patil at} at fat bs, Linc fLincolt’s fan Belde 
Pat Dec 8. Ord Jan 
Russell, Wal fb St a 139, Lea feinn Helde High Court. Pet Dec 11, 
fan 8. jxam Feb 2 1.30 at 34, 1 


coln’s inn fi 
llerton, No , Surgeon. Sheffield. Pet Dec 3. 
Exam Jan 29 at 12.30 
Jan 2% at 2 


adh , General Dealer. Birmingham. Pet Jan 10. 
Ord Jan 10. 


* Ora dan 8 Ly ag SEE CE yanhoechee 


William Ellis, Plumber. Preston. Pet Jan 10. 
Ord Jan 10. Exam F' 


Watson, William J. Elgin “< orem Retired Major. High Court. Pet Dec 
17. Ord Jan9. j, Ble Ee ah at 11 ima, Lincoln’s inn a fiel 
We Mark M h wh Court. Pet Jan 10. Ord 


‘bster, W: orn Merchant. 
er, Hastings. Pet Jan9. Ord Jan9. 


Jan 10. Exam eb 94 at 1.0 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 

a — = astings, Booksell: 

Wii ma Feb 9 Sutcliffe, Wardle, nr Rochdale, a, Flannel Merchant. 
feng Bitar Bi Gorse, Elaware fi Slice High Court. Pet Deo 12 

rr. 'e 

Ord Jan 8. Exam Feb 24 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 7 

Woolmer, Richard, and Walter Nugent Morton, Muscovy ct, Tower hill, Corn- 
factors Court. Pet Dec 4. Ord Jan 9. Exam Feb 2% at 11.30 at 34, 





Lincoln’s inn fields 
The following amended Lamon is ree g meg for that published in the 
Marriott, John Rippin, Thra: seomahiioe, Coal Merchant. North- 


Northam 
ampton. PetJan6. OrdJan6. Exam Feb 4 


Finst MEETINGS 
Ainsworth, Atherton, Wigan, Currier. Jan 22 at 10.30. County Court blidgs, 


Wigan 
Ghaxies, Romine, Glamorganshire, Draper. Jan 2i at 12. Official Re- 


Herter 
Beckett, Hora 10 Wiliam, West Brighton, Sussex, Agent. Jan 20 at12. Official 


Receiver, 39. 
Cox, Robert ert Menke: , Arlington st, Piccadilly, Gent. Jan 23 at2. 33, Carey 
Lincoln’s 


— William Henry, Bedminster, Draper. Jan 20 at 12.30. Official Receiver, 
—— Robert, Thorganby, Yorkshire, Carrier. Jan 22 at 12. Official Receiver, 


mH Augustus Gustavus xeyteue, Teddington, Teacher of Music. Jan 
22 at 11. % and 29 St Swithin’s ie “ 


Itter, Alfred John, Victoria rd, Beta rd, Baker. Jan 26 at 11. 33, Carey st, 


s inn 
Jones, Richard Edward, Plas Inca, Llanbadarnfawr, Cardiganshire, of no occu- 
. Jan 22 at 12.45. County Court Office, Aberystwith 
Ly Lishman, jun, Bradford, Yorkshire, Decorator. Jan 2iat3. Queen’s 


Leeds 

Marchant, Edward William, ge 4 Shields, Tailor. Jan 24at11. Official Re- 
ceiver, County chbrs, W Newcastle on Tyne 

Middleton, William, aterion, Nort umberland, Builder. Jan 20 at 12. Official 
Receiver, C ‘chbrs Westgate rd, Newcastle on Tyne 

Purdy Robert Playford. Gt Yarmouth, Fishing Boat Owner. Jan 20 at 12.15. 
Mr. ell Blake, South North Gt Yarmout: 

Reddall, Stratford William, N Hill, Highgate, Warehouseman’s Clerk. Jan 

2at1. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Rose. Jacob, Byfieet, Surrey, * Market Gardener. Jan 22 at 12. 28 and 29, St 


Roth, Julius, Old Kert rd, Tailor. Jan 26at1. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
aoa es , Pioktingham, Lace Maker. Jan 2iati2. Official Receiver, Ex- 
Geo: 


simith George, ‘Nottingham, Ironmonger. Jan 21 at 2, Official Receiver, Ex- 


Taylor w S William Hensy, », Walbrook, Chemist. Jan 26 at 2. Bankruptcy bldgs, 
ortugal st, Lincoln’s ‘inn fields 
Thomas, James Martin, Stoke Newington Pe  Jresmonger. Jan 23 atii, Bank- 
cy bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn field: 
W. —, aoe Thc mas, Kildaie gdns, Bageweter, Railway Clerk. Jan 26 at 
wi Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Wild, A yin wd Sutcliffe, Wardle. ef Rochdale, Lancashire, Flannel Merchant. 
Jan 23 at 3.20. Townhall, Rochdal 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
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illiam Gray, Smethwick, Staffordshire, Millers. Oldbury. 
Hoering, Augustus Gustavus Friedman, Camgiége rd, Teddington, Teacher 
Music a Pet Jan 2. out van 
i, ee Gieiatieen Cans Maker | Pet Deci2. Ord 
an 
Marri Dukinfield, Cheshire, Stonemason. Ashton under Lyne and 
wsuybrides. foe bat Deo ti Onl dans 
ercer, Francis George, Daven *  attny song Assistant Engineer. 
ton. Pet Jan 10, ord ‘an 1 Yee. -. ‘ante 
‘Warthill, orkshire, _ et Dec Ord Jan 
Richardson, Charles, s, Shotley Bridge , yarham, Lessee of ny Shotley Bridge Spa. 


Parker, Jam 

gence Heury Bod ford, Lime st, Init Merchant, High Court. Pet Nov 14. 
spugem, William, Heigham, Norfolk, Woollen Draper. Norwich. Pet Jan3. 
Segect, Bemsmel John, Southampton, Shipowner. Southampton. Pet Jan 7. Ord 
Wesree. William Grayston, High st, Peckham, Hosier. High Court. Pet Nov 6. 


an 
Westacott, James, York, Tailor. York. Pet Dec 24. Ord Jan 10 
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